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ABSTRACT

The project consisted of several independent sub-experiments
focusing on factors that affect moral reasoning among woung
children. Preschool children, following brief training programs,
reasoned more maturely about intentionality, punishment, sanctions
following behavior, relativity, and immanent justice. Two mechods
of training were compared. In some c.ses children were more
advanced or behaved differently than deseribed by Piaget. Correl-
ations between some of these measures including measures of
parental attitudes were also computed. The findings were dis-
cussed in terms of the cognitive-developmental theories and a
comprehension preference model proposed by the investigators.
Recommendations for futher research and programs to facilate the
growth of children's moral reasoning were proposed.
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INTRODUCTION

At all grade levels and across almost all subject areas, children
receive information and problems that require moral reasoning. One
example of the judgments required at an early age level is in the area
of classroom discipline, Rules are usually presented the child Ly
either the educational institution or the teacher, and the rules may
be very explicit or extremely informal. Can children understand tle
rules and the logic upon which the rules are based? For example,
can children realize that punishment has restitutive as well as
retalitory functions, that the motives for committing a transgression
must be considered in addition to the amouvat of damage done, that all
acts which are followed by negative consecuences are not to be labeled
as bad just because of the negative consejuences, and that sore rules
can be develoned or changed by mutual consent as well as by a decree
from authority?

The practical importance of understanding how a child handles
concepts of morality such as these may be illustrated by the following:
When children are very young, a teacher may be successful in asking
childrer to follow a rule simply because a rule is a rule. When the
children are older the teacher would likely have to enumerate consequence: ,
and at a later age explain that if everybody talked without raising his
hand nobody could have his questions heard., Still later, a teacher might
point out the rules in general should be respected because of che functions
rules serve for the whole society and that the rather minor clzss rule
is an extension of the basic concept of social law. <chlberg (1964)
maintains that a child operates at one level of moral reasoning and
explanations for rules offered a* too advanced levels cannot be under-
stood. He also implies that requests baced on reasoning at too low a
level are likely to be rejected by the child.

Kohlberg reports an orderly development of maturity in dealing with
moral judgments which is purported to develop in a similar pattern in
all cultures. He states, "In summary, the nature of the sequence is
not significantly affected by widely varying social, cultural, or rel-
igious conditions. The only thing that is affected is the rate at whic .
individuals progiess through this sequence," T

This project is primarily concerned with the rate at which the
moral reasoning develpos, Specifically, we need to know if specific
training programs or education can increase the rate of growth, It
is assumed that society desires more mature moral reasoning but is it
possible and practical te facilitate this gorwth through instruction?
Kohlberg (1968) believes that the development is determined by generui
social experience and cognitive biological development and is relativelw
unaffected by direct training. On the other hand, some recent studies
(Bandura, 1963; Crowley, 1968; Turiel, 1966) indicate tha® rapid and
Large gains n moral reasoning are possible following brief programs
of instruction.

Page numbers 13, 29, 37, and 152 have deen
onitted but text is complste. ~
<
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BACKGROUNE

Early psychologists were interested in moral thought and behavior
but the interst was veak during most of this century. It was not until
the nineteen fifties that interest returned to research on moralitv,
Research investigations and theories about moral development have stressed
three developmental aspects: The behavioral, affective, znd cognitive,
A behavioral criterion of internalization is that of conformitv to zome
standard which is intrinsically motivated., The behavioral conception
of moral character formed the basis of earlier American research on
morality. The studies of Hartshorne and May (1928-1930) followed this
tradition in defining moral character as a set of culturally defined
values, such as honesty. For example, in one study they measured the
child's ability to resist temptation to break a rule when it seemed
unlikely that he would be detected.

The second criterion in determining the existence of an internalized
standard is the emotion of guilt. This is emphasized by the affecrive
component of morality advanced by Freud (1936). It was believed that the
chilil's conscience became an autonomous, internalized representation of
adult behavior as he slowly identified with the moral structure and valuc
Systems of his parents, After a child had internalized standards, trans-
gressions resulted in a self-punitive, self-critical reaction of remorse
and anxiety. Thus, the child behaved in order to avoid this anxiety or
guilt,

The cognitive aspect deals primarily with making moral judgments in
terms of a standard and justifying maintenance of thac standard to one-
selt and to others., Recent work and theory, having been inspired by the
Swiss psychologist Jean Piaget (1932), has focused on the judgmental
side of moral development., The present proposal is concerned with this
third, cognitive, approach to the study of moral development,

The cognitive theorists have studied moral judgment by means of an
age-developmental analysis which has involved investigations of basic
thought structures char .eristic of an age group (e.g. Kohlberg, 1963
a; Piazet, 1932; Strauss, 1954, 2nd Urugel, 1952), This has been studie,
primarily by observing how the child used ad interpretated rules in co.-
flict «ituations and his reasons for moral action. Piaget emphasized
two meralities in the moral develcpment of the child. 7vhe first morali' v
wé> called .cteronomy or "sugject to anoth2r's law." This occurred in
early childhood between the ages cf three and eight and was formed in
context with the inferior position that the child held in comparison
with the adult., He be.ieved that the cognitive limitations of a child
in this group led him to confuse moral rules with physical laws and
to view rules as fixed, rather than relative instruments of human
interaction. Because the child had a "unilateral respect' for adults,
he learned to adapt to the prohibitions and sancticas handed down from
adult superiors by making these rules absolute and sacred. This rig-
idity in the child's thinking was influenced, in large part, because
of his "realism" or inability to distinguish betweer subjective and
objective aspects of his experiences and because of his "egocentricisn"
or inability to distinguish his own perspective on events from that of
others,

2
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The second morality, developing after the age of eight, was called
autonomy, or "subject to one's own law." Autonomy developed out of irter-
action and mutual respect among status peers, The progression from
heteroromy to autonomy resulted from the child's continuing cffert to
comprehend his total moral experience. Piaget proposed that moral exper-
iences and adult precepts were assimilated and transformed bv the cnild's
slowly maturing cognitive system.

Extending Piaget's theory, Kohlberg (1964) listed six developmental
dimensions of moral judgment. First, as mentioned above, younger chile-
ren usually make absolute moral judgments without realizing that there
may be other points of view in most situations (MacRae, 1954), Sezond,
younger children tend to label an act as bad if it were punished, cven
if tre punishment was not deserved (Kohlberg, 1963b), Third, vounger
children tend to use the fdea that a direct return of good or evil should
be given (Kohlberg, 1958). Fourth, younger children view punishment as
having a punitive function, neglecting the restitutive function, and thev
generally favor severe punsihments for wrongdoing (Harrower, 1934; Johne oo,
1962). Fifth, vounger children believe in "immanent justice" or that
God's will or faie produces a misfortune for the transgressor (Caruso, 1v.1i:
MacRae, 195{; Medinnus, 1759). Ard sixth, younger children tend to base
their judgment about the 'naughtiness' of an act primarily on the basis
of damage without regard to intention. The wrongfulness of an act, then,
was viewed in terms of overt consequences of the act rather than the sup-
jective intention of the person performing the act,

These dimensions of heteronomy change as the child grows older bug
there is controversv about the causes and nature of cognitive deve op-
mental explanation which is usually called a stage theory,

Before further discussion of cognitive stage theorv it is necessarv
to understand more accuratel; what a stage theory is and what assumpt-
ions it makes. Piaget, who is perhaps the most widelv recognized stage
theorist, sets forth an encumpassing definition, Piaget (1970, p. 11-12).
His stage conception centers around the concept of equilibrium, to whic:
he relates the two common stage conceptions; 1. that the dominant « har-
acteristic defines the stage although other characteristics aze praser: |
ind 2. that each stage is defined by a restructuring of tihe previcus
itage into a new total thought structure vhich incorporates the pre our
stages as substructures. He says a stage is a point of equilibriun reached
after a period of change and confusion. It is an integration resultine
tro~ . previous point of equilibrium and resulting in a new total thouy *
structure with a dominant characteristic. Plaget also sets fercih tive
cviteria for a stage theory ( Piaget, 1970, p. 13-14). They are:

(1) a constant order of succession;

(2) an integration from a lower stage to a higher one, that is,
processes used in a preceeding stage form an underlying basic
for the next stage;

(3) elements of one stage are jintegrated into the achievements of
the next stage and are distinguishable from the aspects of pr.-
v.ration for the succeeding stage;

ERIC /]
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(4) the preparations leadiug to a stage and the achievements of a
stage form a general structure;

(5) stages are a series of equilibrium levels becoming msre complex
and depending for stability of each on the amount of integration
and structuring which has occured.

These concepts are quite nebulous and are empirically hard to define, hut
they do give a conczaptualization of a stage. Kohlberg defined his stages
and assumptions more concretely. Kohlberg's frame of reference is =
cognitive-developmental one. To give a clear understardiug of what this
approach assumes the eight basic assumptions as enumerit:d by Kohlberg
(1969, p. 345-9) are listed below.

1, Development is due to a cognitive structrual transformation,

not the craditional parameters of associationistic learning.

2. These structures are structures of action upon objects, a
structured action or handling of inputs to obtain the output.

3. The structures are products of the interaction between the
organism’s structure and that of the environment and are direct re-
flections of neither,

4. The direction of development is toward greater equilibrium in
the organism environment interaction giving an underlying stadilitv to
cognitive fuactioning under varying conditions,

5. Affective and cognitive development aren't two separate entities,
but parallel mavifestations of the same basic structure,

6. There is a basic unit of personality organization, ego or self,
with various aspects of social develooment, one of which is moral develop-
ment, and all :elate to and help make up the self. Development in a social
sense is then a restructuring of self-concept, concept of relationshio to
others, and ccnceont of a cemaon social world.

7. The processes underlying physical cognitions and their change«
are basic to soctial development. Social development, however, always
invclves role taking,

8. The direction of social or ego development is toward equilibrius.
or reciprocity between the self's actions and those of others toward the
self,

These eight assumptions give a clear conception of the type of vien
a cognitive developmental psychologist takes in attempting to explain
human behavior. These assumptions lead one to a invariant view of suman
development, as illustrated by hi, stage theory criteria, Kohlberg (1949,
p. 352-3). First, there exist qualitative differences in children's
modes of thinking or problem solving at different ages, Second, these

4
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nodes form an invariant sequence indeperdent of culture although culture
affects the rate cf{ change. Third, each mode is a structured whole with
underlying thought organization. And fourth, the stages are heirarchial
integrations forming an order of increasingly integratecd and differenciated
structures fulfilling a common function. It is also necessary to under-
stand how Kohlberg's theory views interstage developemnt, Konlberg (1964,
p. 395). The changes are initated by social interactions. 1nis, now-
ever, is to be differenciated from internalization of familial and societa!
values since it's basis is participation and role taking., (Kohlberg, 1964,
o, 404). Ag2 trends are due to attempts to make sense out of the world
rather than increased verbal abilitv. New learning depends on the match
between the present stage and the material presented,

of more mature modes of moral judgment would be acquired only as the changed
underlying cegnitive development matured., Children should not be able t«
understand the more advanced conception of the dimensions of moral judg-
ments while in the heteronomy stage of reasoning.

In the next chapteri are several experiments which demonstrate that
it is possible to train children to make more mature judgments about thes:
dimensions of moral reasoning. Also listed are some experiments that
focus on clarifying the nature of reasoning associated with the dimensicn,
including one experiment that found that preschool children alreadyv grasped
the primary elements of mature reasoning associated with the dimension.
Those experiments are completely reported each defining the dimension
investigateu, method, and discussion. Following presentation of the
experiments the final chapter will discuss the experiments in terms of
the cognitive developmental thecries and a2 theorv advanced bv the principal
investigator to expiain the findings. A discussion of the educational
implications will also follow,

e

&

bne}
G

Accordiag to this stage (cognitive developmental) theory the acquisition
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THE EFFECT OF TRAINING CHILDREN TO
CONSIDER INTENTIONS WHEN MAKING MORAL JUDGMENTSl

Piaget (1932) proposes that moral judgment develops rrom an
immature neteronomy (subject to another's law) to autonomy (subject
to one's own law). The stage of heteronomy requires the child to nake
Judgments based on his "unilateral respect” for adults because he
confuses their rules with the absolute lawe of nature. rlhe rigidity
in the child's thinking is said to be influenced by his inability to
distinguish between his own persrective on events and that of others'.
This inability then causes the child to make his judgments on the basis
of the amount of damage done, or the overt consequences of the act.
However, when a child reaches the autonoimous stage of development, he
would more strongly consider the intentions behind the act, rathe:
than focus on the consequences of amount of damage. This develcoment
frem heteronomy was thought to begin around age three and continue
until approximately age nine.

According to Piaget, the transition from immature to mature moral
judgments develops slowly and results from increased social interaction.
Tecnnically, this is referred to as the process o: equilibration of the
schema resulting from the contradictions of rules within the chiid's
cognitive world. Is it possible to produce the same effect in a short
period of time by intensive training? In other words, can children
acquire more mature moral judgments after being exposed to a short
period of training at age four or five instead of undergoing the gradual
changes described by Piaget?

To date, few experiments have appeared in the literature dealing
with the training of mature moral judgments. One of these, Turiel
(1966), found that children who were exposed to different levels of
moral reasoning were able to show the results of training by responding
with judgments considered one but rarely two stages above their pre-
viously measured stage of development. Another study conducted by
Crowley (1968) demons:irated that trained six-year-old children were able
to make more mature judgments than control groups who received no
trarning. Moral maturity was defined as the realization or considara-
tion of the underlying intention. On the other hand, objectivity was
defined as focusisg on the consequences of the act to the exclusion of
thie intenticns of the actor. Two training methods were employed: nere 'y
labelling the correct answer, and providing a discussion along with
the labelling. The posttest showed both traininc groups made signifi-
cantly more mature moral judgments chan the children in the control
Sroup whe received no training. The discussion program provided no
advantlaiy wver rere labelling.

Teredit is extended to Gregory E. Hafen for his assistance at all
phases in this experiment.

This experiment has been accepted for publication In the Journal
of Genetic Psychology.




Two possible explanations haye heen postuiated to account for the
lack of difference hetween Crowley's two experimental groups. One is
that Crowley's six-year-olds were in the process of change from objec-
tive to subjective judgments, and therefore, the labelling exercise
was sufficient to trigger the movement to subjective thinking, thereby
nullifying the hypothesized superiority of the discussion method over
the labelling effects. A second explanation, suggested by Crowley,
states the experimenters' questions focused on detail rather rthan the
abstraction involved. "

Glassco, et al. (1970) retested Crowley's subjects six months
later. They introduced two variations: (a) novel moral stories and
(b) a difforent presentation sequence of the stecries. They concluded
that training did affect the cognitive structures controiling subjec-
tive evaluations of intention. Jensen and Larm (1969) replicated the
Crowley study withk the following modifications. They used five-
instead of six-year-old children. In their experiment children had
picture books that illustrated the stories aad the children were asked
to respond to each picture. Naughtiness had to imply iatention. Like
Crowley, they found that both the discussion and discrimina on training
8roups were superior to the control groups. They also four that the
discussion group performed better than the discrimination group. The
difference was only at the p €.10 level of significance for one measure,
and at the p < .05 on another measure that required the child to ver-
bally explain his answer.

The success of Jensen and Larm in trainingz five-year~old children
suggests that it may even be possible to train younger children. In
addition, by carefully replicating the Jensen-Larm procedure, it would
then be possible to compare the relative effects of the training on the
two age groups. Accordingly, the present experiment was modeled after
the Jensen and Larm experiment. An additional posttest was administered
two months after training to help establish the stability of the change.

METHOD

Subjects The subjects were 36 children ranging from 48 to 54 montns in
age. They were all attending the preschool laporatory at Brigham Young
University. All children were white and middle class.

Materials Booklets consisting of alternating pages of yellow, blue anc
pink were prepared for each experimental subject. These booklets illus-
trated each pair of stories presented during the training sessicn. Also
presented were large illustrations of these same stories on colored
poster paper measuring 11 inches by 14 inches.

All the stories presented to the experimental zroups were the same
as Crowley and Larm used, except for Crowley's item eight, which he
found to be a poor discriminator. The verbal discrimination group was
presented 45 pairs of stories during the training sessions. Of these
pairs of stories, 25 were selected at random and presented to the dis-
cussion group.
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Procedure The experimental design had three phases: (a) a pretesting

session in which suhjects were selected who consistently made immature
moral judgments, (b) a serieu of five group training sessions in which
each group received trainiug appropriate to its respective condition,
and (c) a posttesting session where subjects were individually tested
on stories similar to those presented during the pretest, but with
which they had had no experience. Each step of the procedure will now
be discussed in more detail.

a. Pretesting session. The experimenter saw the children in
individual testing sessionms, along with his assistant, during the five-
day series. In the pretest portion of the experiment, the experimenter
explained individually that he would be reading some stories about
children who were naughty and that he wanted them to tell him which one
they thought was the naughtier. He asked each subject if he knew what
it meant to be naughty. If the subject's responses were not sufficient,
the experimenter gave him examples of naughty children and further asked
the subjects to give examples of naughty acts. To facilitate the sub-
jects' understanding, the stories were illustrated on the yellow, blue,
or pink posters mentioned above for the training session.

After reading a pair of stories once, the experimenter reminded
each subject to decide which one they thought was naughtier. The stories
were then read a second time to each subject. After the second reading,
the experimenter asked the child to point to the person who did the
"naughtier thing." Each response was recorded with a (+) or (-) de-
pending on whether the child made a subjective or objective response,
respectively. The experimenter did not comment on whether the child
made a correct or incorrect choice. The subjects were also asked why
one person was naughtier and these responses were also recorded.

During this session, the experimenter administered seven pairs of
the Fiaget-type stories in a counterbalanced order of intentional and
accidental acts. Only children mahing two or less subjective judgments
were selected to participate in the experiment. In other words, sub-
jects selected were those making five or more immature judgments,
ignoring the intentions of the actor. This was the procedure until 36
Objective oriented children were obtained. The 36 subjects were then
randomly assigned to one of the three treatment groups. All of the 36
subjects finished the study.

b. Training session. This session followed ten days after the
pretest period. Subjects were assigned to one of two 2Xperimental
groups or a control group. Each group was then divided into subgrours
of four children each. The groups met with the experimenter and his
assistant for *raining sessions on five school days, but with a thred
d2y weekend in the middle of the training session. Fach session was
aprroximately 18 or 23 minutes in length.

The general procedure for the twn experimental conditions was as
follows: At the beginning of the first session, the training was
explained as a game in which the "winner" would receive a storyhook.
Winning depended on acquiring the most poker chips over the five sessions.

5
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Each child was given a hooklet with each page containing two stick
figure iilustrations of the stories in question. He was also given a
crayon wlth which to mark his answers on the booklet. The colored
illustrations in the booklets were matched with larger illustrations
of the stories mounted on an easel before the children.

The verbal discrimination group was presented nine pairs of stories
each day, making a total of 45 pairs of stories presented during training
For each item, the experimenter read the pair of stories carefully,
pointing to the illustration on the easel. After hearing the stories
twice to insure comprehension, the subjects were asked, '"Who was
naughtier?" They indicated cheir choice by marking the appropriate
stick figure illustration in their booklet. After subjects had made
their choices, the experimenter identified the "naughtier" person with-
out any explanation and rewarded the subjects with a colored poker chip
if they made a correct choice. This procedure was repeated for the nine
items. The experimenter then collected the booklets after marking on
the front of the booklet the number of poker chips won. He then dis-
missed the children until the next session.

A similar procedure was followed for the discussion group. Thisg
group was also presented the same stories as had the first group but
since the experimenter wanted to equate the time spent in training,
only five of the nine stories were presented each day. These stories
were chosen randomly from the nine. This group received a total of
25 ctories during the training. After hearing a pair of stories twice,
a discussion was elicited from the experimenter who attempted to focus
on the intentions of the person. The children were asked questions
from a list prepared beforehand on each pair of stories. The following
are typical of those questions asked:

"Which little boy was helping his mother but bumpzd into a box of
candy that fell to the floor?"

"Was this an accident?"

"Which little bov spilled the box of candy because his mother said
he couldn't have any?"

"Did he do this on purpose?"

The experimenter nodded or replied "yes" if the question was answered
correctly. If not, another child was asked the same question until
someone responded with the correct answer.

After the last question, subjects were asked to indicate the "nauphtior"
person by putting a mark in the booklet illustration. They were rewarded
with a poker chip if the item was answered correctly. This procedure
was zepeated for the five items. At the end of the fifth training session,
the experimenter counted up the score of subjective responses for each
child. The child 1in each subgroup with the highest score was given a
storybook. The rest of the children who had participated, including
those who were eliminated in the Pretest, were given lesser prizes.

/7




L ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

During this training period, subhjects in the control group were
read one story daily. These stories were selected at random from the
nursery library and did not necessarily contair a moral emphasis. They
were also told that the '"best" boy or girl, meaning one who could listen
quietly to these stories, would receive a storybook. At the end of the
training sessfons, one child was selected arbitrarily from each subgroup
and given gz storybook. The other children were given lesser prizes.

c. Posttesting session. Ten days after the last day of training,
the experimenter began to see each of the children from the three groups
in an individual session to evaluate the effects of training. In order
to maintain the comparable lapse of time between training and posttesting,
one child from each group was seen in a Sequenca. The average time
lapse between the end of training and posttesting was approximately 12
days. The posttesting sessions covered five days.

Each child was preszrted 12 pairs of the stories following the
procedure described under "p:atesting." Again each response was recordec
(+) or (-) depending on vhether the child made a subjective or chjectit.
response. The experimenter then asked why one agent was ''maughtier"
than another. Each child was required to give an explanation for hi-
choice and these responses were alsc recorded. It was necessary to
evaluate subject's reasons for choosing a particular story (e.g., their
explanations for their choices). The experimenter and his assistant
judged each response regardless of what story was chosen and gave each
child a score for one of the following response categories: subjective,
objective and repeated action. A subjective response was one which
implied intention or action done on purpose. An objective response
was one which focused on consequences of an action. A repeated action
response was a natural response where the child merely repeated what
had happened without intimating intention or consequences. The number

of responses in each of the three categories were added and each child
was given three separate scores.

The two ratings were done independently by the experimenter and
two assistants. A product-moment correlation was conducted to correlate
the separate ratings in each of the three categories. The correlation
was .89 for one assistant and .91 for the other.

The hypotheses were tested by performing the appropriate planned
comparisons of means. The fixed effects analysis of variance model
was used to compute error sums of squares (Hays, 1963).

RESULTS

The primary concern of this experiment study was whether training
would have any effect upon the maturity of moral judgments of the four-
year-old children. This was measured by the number of subjective
judgments on the posttest of the control group in comparison to the
Ltwo experimental groups. This hypothesis was confirmed (F = 42.69,
df = 1/32, p < ,001). The means for the discussion and verbal discrimi-
nation groups were 6.25 and 6.00 wvhile the control group mean was 2,08,
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The small difference (.25) between the discussion and verbal discrimi-
nation was not significant, Additignal planned comparisons were carried
out on subjects' explanations. Table 1 gives the means and standard
deviations of the posttest evaluations in each of the three categories.
The response measures were subjective (Intentionality oriented), objec--
tive (consequence oriented), and repeated action (action of the story
repeated without emphasis on intention or consequences). The control
group made just as many responses as the two experimental groups.

TABLE 1

Mean and Standard Deviations for

Posttest Explanation

———— ——

Subjective Objective Repeated
GROUP Action
Mean SD Hean Sk Mean SD
Verbal Discrimination 4,25 2.35 3.31 3.08 3.83 2.99
Discussion 4.25 5.04 3.50 6.25 4,08 5.11
Control .00 .00 6.08 7.91 3.75 3.85

It was also predicted that the discussion grcup would make more subjective
explanations for their choices than the discrimination group. However,
the analysis of the subjects' explanations showed that there was no
difference in mean scores for subjective explanations between the two
treatment groups. Both groups had means of 4.25. Nevertheless, the
combined discussion group and the discrimination grour recorded signi-
ficantly greater subjective enplanations than the contvol group which
made no explanation (X = 0.0) mentioning intentionality.

The combined experimental groups gave significantly more subjective
explanations than the control group. (F = 6.07, df = 1/32, p < .025).

The combined experimental. groups gave significantly less objective judg-
ments than the control group. (F = 7.242, df = 1/32, p < .025).
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Two additional analyses were made. The first was a compariscn
between the four-year-old children in thig Study and the five~year-
old children in the Jensen-Larm experiment, The results of this com-
parison ara reported in Tahle 2.

TABLF. 2
t Tests Done on Mean Scores on Post-test Stories
of Subjective Choices and Explanations

for Four- and Five-Year-0lds

|
Group 4-year-olds 5-vear-olds t P
Discussion
Choices X=6.25 n=12 | ¥=9.91 p=12 3.60  <,01
Explanations | X=4.25 n=12 | %X=7.69 n=12 1.25  >,05
Discrimination
Choices X=6.00 n=12 { X=7.75 n=11 1.25 <.05
Explanations | X=4.25 n=12 | ¥X=5.00 n=11 1.00 >.05 T
|
|
Control |
[
Choices X22.08 n=12 | ¥=1.18 n=l2 | 1.01 <05 |
{
Laplanaticas %=1.00 n=12 ! Tai1.26  geln 0.33 <.05 ;
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There was more improvement for the five-year-old children than for the
four-year-olds in hoth the discussion and discriminatica groups for the
choice scores. There was no difference between the age groups for the
control groups,

The second analysis was a delayed posttest conducted two months
after the first posttest on twenty children of the origirnal thirty-
si¥ who could be located. The comparisc. on the delayed test betwecen
the combined experimental group€ and the ontrols was significant
(F =1.55, df = 1/20, p £.025). The c " *Zerence batwee: the two treat-
ment groups was not significant (F = 1.16G, df = 1/20, p £ .05). The
delayed posttest means for the choices of the three groups were 5.67
for the discussion groun, 4.37 for the discrimination group and 1.71
for the control group. These resulis indicate that trainiug procedures
have a relatively permanen: effect on intentionality learning since
the subjects were able to retain the concept over two months duration.
Again the discussion techniques did not facilitate learning of inten-
tionality over discrimination techniques. A set of t tests conductad
on the means of boys' vs. girls' posttest scores showed no sox difference
between any group on any measure.

DISCUSSTON

Effect of training

The general purpose of this experiment was to study whether a
training program could foster the maturation of moral judgments in
pre-kindergarten children. The operational definition of mature
moral judgment vas one proposed by Piaget (1932) and based on the
principle of intentionality. Piaget stated that younger children
judged the "naughtiness" of an act by its censequences. A mature
Judgment, he believes, is one based on the intentions of the agent
to do harm. The task in the training sessions was designed to enable
children to identify and explain the motive of intentionality when
Judging a moral act. It was found that children exposed either to
verbal discrimination or discussion training sessions could then make
more subjective choices based on intentionality as opposed to amount
of damage or consequence done. A further analysis showed that the
experimental groups gave more sublective explanations than the control
gromn.  Thus, training also resulted in subjects giving more mature
explanations for their choices than the control subjects. This rdapid
change from an vbjective to a subjective choice and explanation is
in contrast to the Piagetian belief that changes in moral judgment
Tesults from the gradual processes of assimilation and accommodation.

Although subjects in the training groups made significantly more
subjective responses than subjects in the control group, it cannot be
concluded that this is evident of change in the level of maturity from
4 ""heteronomous" to an "autonomous" morality in other kinds of moral
Judgments., Because of the nature of the operational definition and
procedure, the conclusions drawn are lixely to be specific to this par-
ticular srea of moral reasoning. Other studies have documented a
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certain specificity of moral judgment. In a study of adults, Boehm and
Nass (1967) did not find a consistent relationship between intentionality
and independence of sanction, indicating that maturity in one aspect did
not necessarily imply maturity in another. Durkin (1961), in a study

of reciprocity in children's Justice concepts concerning physical aggres-
sion and defamation of character, reperted that children's judgment in
one situation is not necessarily representative of what their judgment
about the others would be. She concluded tha. Lbis pheliomenon of speci-
ficity placed limitations on the applicsbilivy of Piaget's theory concerning
the development of justice concepts in chiluren. The present study
delineated the principle of intentionality as one phenomcnon of moral
judgment; however, further research is needed to establisi, its relation-
ship to other areas of moral development as well as to other areas of
intentionality. It is felt that the results of this study provide,
however limited, some evidence against Piaget's emphasis on maturation

as opposed to a learning anaivsis.

Effect of Differential Train.ng

Another focus of this investigation has beer to study the differen-
tial effects of the two training methods: discussion and verbal discri-
mination. Crowley (1968) did rot find significant differences between
these methods of presentation. Two reasons for his results are pos*tu-
lated. One is that his subjects were already in the process of change
and that even a weak and superficial training period may have been
adequate to provide an understanding of the principle of intentionality.
It is also felt that his method of measurement may not have been adequate
to distinguish learning by means of discussion or verbal discrimination
since his subjects were not required to state or give reasons for their
choices.

The suggestions put forth by Crowley were incorporated by Jensen
and Larm (1970). They developed a discussion technique where the inten~
tions of the agents in the stories were repeatedly contrasted, In addi-
tion, during the posttesting sessions of the Jensen and Larm experiment
the children were required to glve reasons for their choices. Their
subject were a year ycunger than Crowley's, but they still had to discard
more than half of them because their Fretest scores indicated that they
were beginning to make the shift to subjective thinking. They concluded
that discussion techniques facilitate learning of the concept over dis-
crimination, the difference in techniques approaching significance (p<£.10)
when only choices were analyzed. When comparing the effects of the two
training techniques by measuring the subjective content of their explana-
tions they found the discussion method produced significantly less
objective explanations (p<.05).

This investigation was a replica of Jensen and Larm's experiment
but used four-year-olds instead of five-year-olds Ar this age level,
it was found that only one-fifth of those pretestc<d had to be discarded
because the children were already making subjective responses. However,
for this younger age group, it was found that training by discussion did
not contribute to faster or more effective learning than did discrimina-
tion techniques. Even wher. subjective explanations were examined, there
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was no difference in the techniques. A comparison of five-year-olds

e with the four-year-olds in Tahle 2 indicates that the older subjects

; did pick up the concept more readily in the discussion group. Perhaps

: the discussions were too abstract for the younger children but the
reinforcement in both the discrimination and discussion group was suffi-
cient to provide the observed change for both four- and five-year-olds.
Both training procedures incorporated eclements of reinforcement but the
discussion procedure embellished it with questions and discussions.
Nevertheless, both methods seem to be effective because the children in
both the experimental groups did much better than the controls. It is
concluded that even four-year-clds can be trained to make moral judg-
ments which consider intentions and that the effects of training are
enduring over at least a two-month interval.
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THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN TYPE OF SANCTION, STORY
CONTENT AN CHILDREN'S JUDGMENTS WHICH ARE INDEPENDENT OF SANCTIONy

A gpecific dimenstion of moral judgments referred to by Kohlberg
(1964) and Piaget (1932) 1is "independence of sanctions.”" In behavioral
terms independence of sanctions means that one judges acts, or responds
free from the influence of the rewards or punishments given to the acts
or situations. According to Piaget, the child's ability to judge the
rightness or wrongness of an act is dependent on the sanction given,
i.e., the conscquences following the act. The young child is thought
to be in the heteronomous stage of moral development having unquestioning
respect for adults, their rules and actions. If an aduit punishes an
act then the act is tad, and conversely, if an adult rewards an act,
then the act is right. Kohlberg (1964) specificall, states that the
young child says an act is bad because it will elicit purishment; the
older child says an act is bad because it violates a rule, harms others
and so forth. Kohlberg cites an example. Young children were asked to
Judge a helpful obedient act (attentfvely watching a taby brother while
mother is away) followed by punishmeat (the mc “her spanks the baby-
sitting child). Kohlberg says that many four-year-olds simply say che
obedient boy was bad because he got punished. 1In fact, older children
may even invent acts to account for the punishment. Kohlberg does not
suggest a misdeed, but from the investigators' pilot study, 4 response
to the above story might be that the boy threw the baby on the floor
and that's why he got spanked. Xohlberg goes on to say that by age
seven a majority of children say that the boy was good, not bad, even
though he got punished. According to Kohlberg, older children showed
considerable conflict; some of the seven-year-olds defining right and
wrong in terms of the rule and showing concern about the "injustice"
of punishing good and rewarding evil. However, these older children
still explained the rightness and wrongness of an act in relation to
sanctions, but took a long-range or probabilistic view of ttis relation.

A survey oif literature about this specific dimension of moral
reasoning indicates that it is relatively unresearched. The only refer-
ence to an empirical study of independence of sanctions is reported in
Kohlberg (1963). It is the present investigators' contention that it
nay well be that children understand the more mature aspect of indepen-
deuce of sanctions at a younger age than is presentlv thought possible.
At the present time there is not an empirical demonstration that tne
moral judgments of young children are or are not independent of sanc-
tions. However, it may be that other factors must be considered.
Medinnus (1959) when reviewing the research literature on immanent jrus-
tice concluded that factors within the stories influenced a child .,
ke an immanent justice response. It is reasoned that the conten. c:
the moral dilemma about whichk a judgment is to be made may determine how
independent the judgment will be from sanctions. If a child has been

leredit is extended to Karen Hughston who participated at all phases
in this experiment.

This experiment has been accepted for publication in the Journal
of Genetic Psychologv.
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thoroughly taught that an act is good or bad then it is hypothesized

that he will make his judgment independent of the sanctions. For neutral
acts where he has not been specifically informed about the rightness or
wrongness of the deed, the child should be forced to consider other
related information, varticularly the adult sanctions, iq making his
Jjudgment. While both reward and punishment are sanctions, no research
has demonstrated that both are effective. Although both should be
effective, it is believed that the large amount of avoidance training

in childhood may make the child more sensitive to the sanction of
punishment.

In order to test the hypotheses that children's moral judgments
are dependent upon sanctions; that independence of{ sanctions increases
with age; that the dependence upon sanctions is Jdetermined by the content
in the story problem and the type of sanction employed, the following
experiment was designed.

METHOD

Subjects The Ss were 32 white middle-class children from the Brigham
Young University Child Development Laboratory. The Ss in Group I were
4 1/2 to 5, and Ss in Group II were 4 to 4 1/2. The Ss were chosen
from the total laboratory population on the basis cof the availability
for testing and age. Group II met in the morning and Group I met in
the afternoon. 1In Group I there were 7 boys and 9 girls and in Group
11, 8 boys and 8 girls.

Materials Eighteen stories consisting of an act followed by a sanction
were told to the Ss by the E; for example, "A iittle child was tending
his/her baby brother for his/her mother. The mother got angry and
spanked him. Was tending the baby brother good or bad?" Punishment in
€very story conmsicted of a mother, "getting angry and spanking" the
story character. Reward consisted of a mother 'giving the child a

good surprise.” A pilot study was conducted to determine what was con-
sidered rewarding and punishing by the childrer.

The character in each story was -eferred to as a ''child," and the
pronouns coincided with the sex of the S being tested. 1In nine of the
steries the character was rewarded and in nine stories he was punished.
In six stories the character performed a socially approved act; six
periormed a neutral act; and six engaged in bad behavior. Consensus
between <hree adult raters was used to determine the three types of
acts; good, aeutral, and bad.

Procedure Each $ was tested ind:vidually and received three stories from
each of the six Zategories. To randomize the order of the stories, a
container was provided for each of the six categories, in which the

three stories from each category were written on separa.e pieces of

paper and placed in these containers. The child selected one of the
three stories from each :yntainer and placed the six selected stories

in a large container. He then drew one of the six storiesc from the
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large container and gave it to the E to read to him. S repeated the
procedure of drawing from the large container, giving each story to

E to read, until all 18 storxries had been presented. In addition to
?éndomizing the stories, this procedure eliminated possibility of getting
stories from the same group in sequence.

Respcnses were tabulated for each story by assigning a value of
one when he said "good" and 0 when he said "bad."

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The data were analyzed with a 2 X 2 X 3 repeated measures analysis
of variance. The first factor (A) was age; the second (B) was type of
sanction, reward or punishment; and the third (C} was story content,
good, neutral, or bad. The analysis of variance summary is presented in
Table 3. All the main effects were significant; age, sanction, and
story content. Inspection of the means showed that the older childran
more frequently rated the actions positive X = 1.67 vrs. X = 1.45,

TABLL 3

ANALYSIS OF VARTAYCE SUIZIMRY TARLE
FOR JUDGMEINTS OF GOOD

SOURCE df MS F

A {(age) 1 2.29 4,16 *
B (story) 30 0.63 1.24

C (sanction) 1 53.13 96,60 **
AC 1 2.75 2.58

BC 30 1.00 1.93

D (content) 2 70.39 127,98 =x*
AD 2 1.3 1.98

ED 60 0.69 1.18

Ch 2 3.64 6.63 **
ACD - (within) 2 2 .
BCD - (betwecn) 60 S5 e
Error 0 0.00




Stories followed by rewards wera judged mcre positive than those followeld
by punishment, X = 2.08 vrs. X = 1.03. Stories with good acts were rated
more positive than stories with neutral acts and stories with neutral
acts_judged more positive than those with bad acts; X = 2.42, X = 1.86
and X = .39. These findings were expected and it is the Sanction X
Content interaction which more accurately described the phenomena. The
cell means are illustrated in Figure 1. While it is ciear that both
sanction and content influence judgments, the sanction of reward was
relatively ineffective whe::. the content was bad.
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Figure 1. The mean number for responses of good for the threc
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Surprisingly, older children were not more sensitive to the
information given in the story content or to the effects of sanctions-
One explanation for this lack of Age X Content or Age X Sanction inter-
action is that thz age difference between the groups was not large
enough. However, the age difference was large enough to produce the
main effects for age. The fact that younger children more frequently
judged an act bad across all story situations suggests that saying an
act is bad may be a safer answer for a child when faced with a problem
of judging good or bad. The finding that bad acts (Figure 1) are judged
bad regardless of the sanction suggests that children learn avoidance
responses first or that they are mcre quickly sensitized to negative
situations. The similarity in judgments and the similar effects of
sanctions on both the neutral and good contents indicates that children
react to the neutral and positive acts in these stories in much the same
way. This explanacion is preferred to one which states that the content
was actually not different in the neutral or good stories because if the
content was judged the same by the Ss then the significant main effeccs
and progressive ordering of means for content would not have occurred.

In summary, it is corcluded that the influence of the sanction is
affected by the content of the story. Negative acts are relatively
wore independent of sanctions thanm neutral or positive acts. Therefore,
while children's judgments are dependent upon the sanctions of reward
and punishment, these other factors must be considered. These findings
indicate that researchers investigating independence of sanctions should
follow the precautions urged by Medinnugs when he reviewed experiments
investigating immanent justice, i.e., the content of the stories must
be controlled before comparing results from one experiment with the
finding ¢f other investigators.
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THE EFFECT OF TRAINING CHILDREN TO MAKE MORAI. JUDGMENTS
THAT ARE INDEPENDENT OF SANCTIONS1

Piaget and Kohlberg believe that moral reasoning is developed as

the organism interacts with the environment (Piaget, 1932; Kohlberg,
1964), They indicate that the rate and tne stages are relatively stable
and sequential ameng all huwan beings and are only slightly affected by
outside influences. Piaget has shown that age changes in moral judgment
occur but has not shown exactly what influence various factors have in
producing this change. Some recent studies (Bandura and McDonald, 1963;
Crowley, 1968; Jensen & Larm, 1969; Turiel, 1966) indicate that signifi-
cant gains in moral reasoning are possible following short programs of
training. The Bandurn and McDonald, Crowley, Jensen and Larm studies
were concerned with training subjects to consider the intentions of the

ctor when making moral judgments (e.g., a child purposely throws a ball
-hrough a window as opposed to another child who accidently throws the
ball through the window.) Unfortunately, it has not been shown that
other areas of moral judgments can be influenced by training. Kohlberg
(1963) cites several types of immature moral judgments characteristic of
children in the heteronomous stage. One of these specific dimensions
is "independence of sanctions." Piaget proposed that the child's abilitv
to judge the rightness or wrongness of an act is demendent on the sanction
administered, A young child is described as being in a heteronomous stage
of development where he has unquestioning respect for adults and their
rules. If an adult rewards an act, then the child will judge the act as
good without adequ.te consideration of other factors. The chiid's judg-
ments are dependent on the sanction. Kohlberg cites an example. Young
children were asked to judge a helpful obedient act (attentively watching
a baby brother while mother is away) followed by punishment (the mother
spanks the babysitting child). He says that many four-year-olds simply
say the obedient boy was bad because he got punished; in fact, they may
even invent a misdeed tc account for punishment, Kohlberg does not
relate a misdeed, but from a previous study conducted by the investigator
(Jensen & Hughston, 1970), a response to the above story might be that
the boy threw the baby on the floor and that is whv he got spanked.
Kohlberg goes on to say, "In general the four-year-olds defined the stors
act as good or bad according to the reward or punishment rather than
according to the rule or adult command. The older children showed con-
siderable conflict, some of the seven-year-olds defining right and
wrong in terms of the rule and showing concern about the "iniustice
ot punishing good and rewarding evil.," A survev of the literature in

the specific dimension of independenc~ f sanctions indicates that it is
relatively unreaserched,

This experiment was designed to cetermine i. pre-school cl..ldren
could be trained to disregard the sanction following an act when they
evaluated the act or a good/bad dimension, 1In this experiment, two
tvpes of training were employed. The two types are patterned after the
programs used by Crowlev and Jensen & Larm. Thege researchers predicted

1 Credit is extended to Karen Houghston who assisted at all phases of
this experimenr,

This experi=en. was accented ‘or publication in the Journal of Develop-
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that training that encouraged discovery and verbalization of a principle
would be mcre effective than training that focused primarilv on choosing
the more correct of two resposes, Crowley found no difference between

the methods hut Jensen & Larm found the discussion procedure more efflective,

METHOD
Subjects

Seventy-two white, middle-class children attenaing the Brigham
Young Universcity Child Development Laboratory were used. Even though
this sample is not reprecsentative of many populations, the effect of the
experimental manipulation of thesc ~hildren's responses shou'd not be
atypical. Thev were randomly selected from zn initital population of 90
to form three groups of six males and six females at age four and at age
five,

>@}erials

Large booklets containing illustrations of the stories to be told
in the pretest, training sessions, and pesttest were preparcd, Stories
were approximatelv 30 words in length and depicted a child's act foliowed
by a saunction, The composition of the two types of stories included (1)
good act followed by punishment and (2) bad act followed by punishment,
'he rutionale for using only the sanction of punishment came from a
preliminary experiment by Jensen & Houghston (1270), where they found it
difficult for children to judge acts independent of the sancrion when
the sanction was punishment, Another reason for using stories of good
acts followed by punishment and bad acts with punishment was that it
would be less confusing to the subjects in the training sessions if
only one type of sanction was used. From the previous experiment the
investigators found almost all of the subjects described the act as
bad when the bad act was followed by a punishment. The storv with a
bad act followed by a punishment was included to avoid a response set
o' good, The -~haracter in the stories was a female {or female subjects
and a male ror male subiects, The punishment in each storv consisted of
a4 nother getting '"mad" and spanking the story character. The negative
netare o5 this sauction was determined by a pretest given to each subject
sncladea no o Le experiment,

Procedure

The experinental design had three phases: a) a pretesting session
in which the tewn pretest stories were told to the subjects, five gud
acts followed by a punishment, and five bad acts followed by a punishment,
The stories were written on individual papers, folded, placed in a
container, and mixed. Subjects then drew a story from the contairner to
produce a random order of presentation. The experimenter then read the
selected stcry, showing the illustration which coincided, and then asked
the subject whether what the child did in the story was good or bad.
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[Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

In recording and scoring the responses, a score of 1 was given for a
respense of good and 0 given for a response of bad. A subject's score,
then, could range trom O through S5,

The second phase consisted of 10 - to 15 - minute training sessions.
Ten stories were presented each day for eight days. The subjects were
randomly assigned to three groups: the discussion group, the verbal
discrimination group, and the control group. Children were trained in
groups of four or five subjects. The training for the verbal discrimin-
ation group was explained as a game in which the winner would receive
a prize. At the end of each training story, a poker chip was given to
those with the correct answer. An answer of good or bad was the only
response requested, No discussion followed. The one with the most chips
at the end cf the week was the winner, The winner received a prize at
the end of each week. All subjects received a prize on the last day for
participating. FEach subject in the group was asked for his answer, chauging
the order of who was asked first each time. The subjects were working
for reinforcement in this experimental condition, and the significant
variable was whether or not the correct answer was given,

The discussion group was presented with the same type of stories each
day. The stories were read in the same manner. The discussion group did
not receive poker chips for correct answers. A verbal response from the
trainer told the subjects whether his response was correct. After the
responuse was made, a group discussion followed focusing on why the
answer was goud or bad, as well as on why the child in the story was pun-
ished. It was pointed out that not everything that is punished is bad.
Both procedures inevitably had much verbal reinforcement for correct
answers. Female teachers in the nuisery school were used as the trainers
and different teachers were used each day icr each group so the quality
of verbal reinforcement could be equally distributed Each trainer was
associated with each group an equal number of times. A ccrrect answer
for a good act with a punishment was "good," and for a bad act with a
punishment, "bad."

The subjects in the control giroup participated in question and ane¢. *
activities not having anything to do with moral training, but requiring
personal-social interaction with t.ue same set of teachers.

The third phase consisted of the posttesting session. Between
three and eight days after the administration of the last training
session, all subjects vere individially posttested using the suame pre-
test procedure described except that different stories and different
pictures were used, The delay between the last day of training and the
posttest was equal for each of the three groups. An attempt was made to
posttest an equal number of subjects from each group on each day. Bot.
the pre- and posttests were administered and scored by two male assistants
who were unaware of the subjects' experimental assignment, Tne assistants
did not posttest the same subjects they tested on the pretest,
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RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

A repeated measure analysis of variance design was used; Factor A
was age, B was the three conditions, C was sex, The pre- and posttect
(E) was the repeated measure for the six subjects in each cell. For each
subject only the stories with good acts followed by punishment scores
were analyzed, since the stories with bad acts followed by punishment
were included as foils and subjects almost always rated the act as bad.
A repeated measure design was employed instead of an analysis of covariance
since an initial difference between the groups on the pretest means was
noted. The analysis of covariance was not considered the appropriate

correction for initial between group differences as opposed to within group
difference,

There was a significant age effect, F (1/60) = 7.35, p ».01. The means
for the four- and five-year-old subjects were X = 2,42 and X = 3.63 respect-
ively, The only other significant main effect was the pre-posttest F (2/62)
= 19.19, p <.01., No sex differences were found, X's = 3.01, and 3.21, There
was a significant Counditions X Pre-Posttest interaction, F (2/62) = 4.27, p

.025. In Figure 1 it can b2 seen that large gains for che training groups
between the pre- and posttest but almest no change for the control. Because
of the initial group difference, the difference between the two training
methods is difficult to compare, Tortunately, the means for the two training
groups were below the pretest means for the control group, so the higher
posttest scores for the trained groups cannot be attributed to initially
higher scores., The steep slope for the discrimination group shows that
this procedure can produce rarid gains in moral reasoning and suggests
that the posttest difference between the training groups should not be
attributed to the initial difference.

Finding that older children more frequently say a good act is good,
even when it is followed by punishment supports the Piagentian belief that
judgments made independent of sanctions are typical of more mature children.
A check of the pretest means showed thai the older childrem scored higher
A =2.2vs, X =2.7 than the younger children, but the stjll larger post-
test difference of X = 2,65 vs., X = 3.57 suggests that the training was
1ore effective for the oider children. Within the theoretical {ramework
of Piaget and Kohlberg, it might be concluded that the older children
were closer to the time when they would move towards a higher level of
thought,  An alternate compatible explanation is that the older children
ar. moco intelligent and socialized, thus being able to crofit more from
any kind of treining program, Taijure to find a sex difterence is not
surprising, sinze pi¢vious research in the area of moral judgments rarely ‘

I
|

reveals sex differences in performance,

The superiority of the two treining groups relalive to the controls
presents a difficult interpretation problem frow the Piagetian theory, which
maintains that slow natural changes of the thoughc proccsses underlie the
developmental changes observed in responding ¢ the moral dilemma such as
these used in this experiment, OUbviously, siace no s tempt was made in the
two weeks cf training to influence unrelated and underlying thought pro-
cesses and because important maturation .nanges are unlikely to occur
within two weeks it is concluded tha* the training produced changes in
the children's moral reasoning about these moral issues,
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Turiel (1966) when discussing the Bandura & Mchonald study, explains
E that the changes found following the brief training program represent onlv
} surface changes and the underlying thought processes are unaffected. Turiel
| ceems to ignarethe problem that these so-called surface characteristics were
originally cited as the measure of the underlying thought processes. I a
child is trained 10 multiply correctly, divide ot perform some other math-
emati-al operation, do we conclude that only a surface characteristic of
numerical reasoning has heen altered or do we conclude that the child now
reasons differently? In summary, it is concluded that the training programs
on intentionality and now independence of sanctions have changed the subjects'
reasoning about these and perhaps even other related kinds of moral questions,
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and Two Treatment Groups.
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THE EFFECT OF TRAINING FOUR- AND FIVE-YEAR-OLD
CHILDREN TO MAKE MCRAL JUDGMENTS

INDEPENDENT OF SANCTIONSl

Several researchers when considering the devopment of children's moral
judgment have challenged the cognitive developmental theories of slowly
maturing cognitive processes divided in-o stages of development, A study
by Bandura and McDonald (1963) demonstrated that social reinforcement and
modeling procedures accelerate the development of moral wature judgments,
They hopothesized that moral judgments are less age-specific than previousiy
believed and that moral orientations can be aitered and even reversed by the
manipul:tions of response-reinforcement contingencies. A series of experiments
by Jensen and associates (Jensen and Larm, 1970; Jensen and Hafen, 19/Q0:
Jensen znd Hougston, 1971; Jensen and Hall, 1972) have also shown that it
is possible to train children to make more mature moral judgments, In each
experiment the children we- : exposed to methods of training designed to
increase maturity of moral judgments. A consistent finding in all of the
studies was that children who received training made more mature moral judg~-
ments ir the area specitied., Evidence also supported the idea that effective
training must include material and illustrations that are related to the
child's experience.

Little reaearch has been done with young children related to the moral
element called independence of sanctions. Kohlberg (1964) reports that when
four-year-old children are told a steory about an obedient act (e.g. attent-
ively watching a baby brother while mommy is away) followed by punishment
(e.g. mother spanks the baby-sitting child) they said the obedient boy was
tad because he got punished., They may even invent a misdeed to account for
this punishment, Kohlberg (1964) further stated that:

In general, the four-year-olds defined the story act as
good or bad according to the reward or punishment rather than
according to the rule of adult command. The older children
showed considerable conflict, some of the seven-year-olds
defining right and wrong in terms of the rule, and showing
concern about the "injustice" or punishing good and rewarding
evil., These older children, however, still explained the
rightness aud wrongness of an act in relation to sanctions,
but took a long-range or probabilistic view of this relation.
Disobedience might have been rewarded in that situation, the
child said, but in general it would still lead to punishment (p. 23).

Other studies relating to independence of sanctions were conducted by
Jensen and Houghston (1970) and Jensen and Houghston (1971), Jensen anu
lloughston (1970) studied four- and five-year-olds, In this study the sub-
jects were told a totezl of eighteen stories and asked if the child in each

I Credit is extended to Joan Gerrard who assisted at all phases of this
experiment,

This experiment has Leen submitted for publication,
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story had performed a good or bad act. The stories were classified according
to the kind of situation or act and the kind of sanction administered following
the act. The composition of the six types of stories included (1) a neutral
act followed by a reward {(NR); (2) a neutral act followed by punishment (XP);
(3) a bad act followed by reward (BR); (4) a bad act followed by a punishment
(BP); (5) a good act followed by a reward (GR); and (6) a good act followed
by a punishment (GP), The children judged bad acts more independent of sanc-
tions than neutral or good acts, Therefore, while children's judgments were
dependent upon sanctions of reward and punishment, the type of act also affacts
the extent to which the judgment is independent of sanctlons. They suggested
that researchers investigating independence of sanctions should follow pre-
cautions urged by Medinnus (1959) when he reviewed experiments investigating
immanent justice; the content of the stories must be controlled.

Jensen and Hughston (1971) also studied the effects of training four-
and five-year-old children to make moral judgments which ave independent of
sanctions administered by adult authorities. Seventy-two four- and five-
vear-old children were trained to make moral judgments independent of adult
sanctions, Som2 subjects were trained by reinforcing correct choices with
3 poker cihily, giving the children no explanation or discussion, while others
were able to discuss the reasons for making their choices. Following train-
.n1g both groups made more responses which were irdependent of sanctions thun
the subjects not receiving training. The effects of training were discussed
in terms of Piaget's theury of moral development. No test was made of the
permanency of the changes resulting from the training, There were no dif-
ferences in the results of the two training procedures, verbal discrimination
and discussion,

An unusual and surprising finding in the Jensen and Hughston experiment
was a change in the control group from the pretest to the posttest. Nct
only did the trained children show improvement between the pretest and the
posttest, but the control subjects also improved. Among the interpretations
of the findings was a suggestion that the experience of taking the pretest
was sufficient to effect a change in the children's reasoning; that is, taking
the pretest may have been sufficient to cause the change on the posttest,
This explanation regarding the effect of the pretest was post-hoc and needs
to be verified, It is felt that the Jensen and Hughstor experiment should
be replicated for the following two reasons: (1) to determine the effect
of the pretest experience, and (2) to determine the long-term effects or
relative permanence of training by administering a second posttest with a
delay longer than one week. Jensen and Hughsten conclua.d that a surprising
number of children were -ady able to make matuce judgments independent of
sanctions on the pretest. This discrepancy between the Piaget and Kohlberg
conclusions and the data reported by Jensen and Hughston sould also be in-
vestigated to verify if a sizeable percentage of children of this age have
this maturity. In addition to more fully understand this phenomena the
interactions between pretesting and training needs to be examined. This
was imrossible in the design and procedure used by Jensen and Hughston,
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Sub jects

The original sample consisted of 72 children, 36 boys and 36 girls,
ranging in age from 54 to 67 months. The average age was 59,3 months,
These children were enrolled in the Child Development Laboratories at
Brigham Young University during the spring semester, This was the total
enrollment in four laboratory groups., The subjects were from white, middle-
class homes, Before the study began, each of the children in the four nur-
sery school laboratory groups was asked two questions to determine if the
child considered spanking a form of punishment., Sixteen children from
each laboratory group, eight boys and eight girls, were selected by sex to
participate in the study from the total of those who considered spanking
a form of punishment. The 32 girls and 32 boys in the final sample were
randomly assigned to one of the four treatment groups by sex and laboratciy
group. The four groups are referred to as A, B, C or D.

Materials

Booklets containing illustrations of stories of good or bad acts followed
by punishment were used during the pretest, training and posttest sessions.
The stories were similar to those used in the study by Jensen and Hughston
(1971). There were two types of stories: (1) good act followed by punish-
ment (GP), and (2) bad act followed by punishment (BP)., Four- and five-
year-old children usually described a bad act followed by punsihment as
"bad" and therefore the story sequence, bad act followed by punishment was
included to avoid a regcponse set of '"good" following the GP stories.

Five stories of each of the two story types (GP and BP) were used dur-
ing each training period. There were five training sessions making a total
of 50 stories administered to each subject during the experimental training
sessions, Five stories of each of the two story types were also used for
the pretest and posttesting sessions, The punishment in each story consisted
of a mother getting "mad" and spanking the child in the story,

All stories and pictures used in the study were pretested to a trial
group of 44 four- and five-year-old children not included in the experiment,
The group consisted of 22 boys and 22 girls selected randomly from three
other child development laboratories, These children ranged in age from
54 to 67 months. Each child was asked to state whether he thought the siory
and pictures depicted a good or a bad act, Three stories and two pictures
were eliminated from an original set because part of the trial group saw
them as bad and part of them saw the stories and pictures as good. A 98
percent agreement between subjects as to the "gocodness' or "badness'" of
an act or picture was required for any given story and corresponding
picture to qualify feor the final study.

freatments

The experimental design consisted of five phases, During the first
phase, each child was asked two questions: (1) What would happen to a child
who did sumcthing bad? and (2) Do you think the mother might get mad and spank
the child? 1If the child responded to spanking as a punishment he was con-
sidered part of the total population rrom which selection was made for the
final sample in the study,
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Phase two consisted of pretesting sessions in which ten stories were

told to one helf of the subjects, those in treatment groups A and B. There
were five GP (good act--Punishment) stories and five BP (bad act--punishment)
stories presented. The stories were written on individual sheets of paper,
folded and placed in a container. Subjects drew a slip of paper from the
container to randomize story presentation, The research assistant then read
the selected story while showing the corresponding picture to the subject.
The subject was thern asked whether what the child did in the story was good
or bad. A response of "good" was scored one point and no points were given
for a response of "bad."

The third phase consisted of five training sessions for the children
in treatments A and C. Each session was approximately i0-12 minutes in
length, The subjects in each training group were told they were going to
play a game. A prize would be given to the subjects who gave correct answers
to the stories (e.g., A little child was cleaning the room and picking up
his/her toys. His/Her mothe:r got mad and spanked him/her. Was cleaning
his/her room and picking up his/her toys good or b2d?), The children in-
dividually responded in random order either "good" or '"had." No discussion
accompanied each story. At the end of each story a piece of cereal was
the prize given to those children who answe~~d correctly. The oruer of
children who answered first after each story was randomized, Ten stories
were presented during each training session on five consecutive days,
making a total of 50 stories presented during the five training sessions.
The assistant read tie selected story, showing the corresponding pictures
to the subjects. Student teachers in early childhoo¢ education were trainers.
A different teacher administeredthe training sessions each day in order to
randomize trainer differences. The subjects in treatment B and D (the
control groups) participated in free play activities in the laboratory during
the training sessions for treatment groups A and C. The free play materials
and equipment included puzzles, small manipulative table toys, sensory
experiments, and climbing apparatus. Free play activities were not related
to the moral judgment training.

The fourth phase of the study consisted of the first posttest. Follow-
ing the administration of the fifth training session all subjects were
individually posttested in the same manner as the pretest but different
stories and pictures werc used.

The fifth and concluding phase of the study constituted the second
posttest given four weeks following the administration of the first post-
test. It was administered in the same manner as the first posttest but
with different stories and illustrations. The secord posttest was given to
all subjects in the study to test the effect of training over time.

Three assistants received group and individual training in the admini-
stration and scoring of the pretests and posttests. The first assistant
administered the pretest to all subjects in treatments A, and B, The
second assistant administered the first posttest tc all the subjects. The
third assistant administered the second posttest to all the subjects. Three
other assistants were used during the training. One of the principle
investigators and another assistant recorded the responses of the subjects.
The children were tested individually in an experimental testing room by
the assistants. The testing time for each child in the study was approxi-
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mately 10-12 minutes for each of the two posttests. Jnly the GP (a good)
act followed vy punjshment) stories were scored. It was possible tor each
subject v~ obtain a score of 5 for each test.

Results

The data was analyzed using the Modified Abbreviated Doolittle routine,
The summary for the first posttest is presented in Table 4 and the delayed
posttest is presented in Table 5. The levels (2 X 4 X 2 X 2) included sex
the four laboratory groups, receiving or not receiving a pretest, and ’
receiving or not receiving training. On the first posttest there was a
significant training effect but also a training X pretest and sex X pretest
interacvion. The means for this analysis are presented in Table §.

TABLE 4

analysis Sunmmary Table of Responses on Posttest i1

Source df Mean Square F

Sex 1 .56 9.00
Group 3 .92 .72
Pretest 1 .56 2.45
Training 1 45.56 22.09%%
Sex X Croup 3 .06 .05
Sex X Pretest 1 4.00 10.60*
Sex X Training 1 .25 .20
Group X Pretest 3 .23 .18
Group X Training 3 2.06 1.61
Pretest X Training 1 2.25 13.50
Group X Pretest X Training 3 .17 .13
Group X Sex X Pretest 3 .42 .33
Group X Sex X Training 3 0.00 0.00
Sex X Pretest X Training 1 1.57 .1.27
Sex X Group X Pretest X

Training 3 1.23 .96
Error 32 1.28

*p <.U5 *kp <, 025




TABLE 5

Mean Scores of Subjects on Posttest 1
Pretest, Group, and Sex

Treatment Groups Male Female

A
Pretest and Training

B
Pretest and No Training

C

No Pretest and Training

D
No Pretest and No Training

Since there were no laboratory group effects the means for the labora-
tory group are not reported. Inspection of the means shows that both train-
ing groups score higher X's = 4.5 and 4.13 as compared with X's = 2.93 and 2.87
for the no training groups. The females also score higher X = 3 71 vs 3.53.
The training X pretest interactlon is due to the higher score for rhe trained
group that had a pretest, = 4.5 as compared with X = 4.18 for the training
group that did not receive a pretest. There was almost no difference berween
subjects who received a pretest and those who did not among the no- training
groups X = 2.87 and 2.93. The sex X pretest interaction results because
females who received the pretest score higher than females not receiving a
pretest (X's = 4.06 vs., 3.36). But males who received the pretest did not
score higher (i‘s = 13.36 vs. X = 3.68). The same general pattern is found
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in the analysis of the data from the delayed posttest.

} There was a signi-
ficant training effect, a pretest effect and a sex X pretest interaction.

The summary is presented in Table ¢ and _Lhe means in Table 7.

TABLL 6

Modified Abbreviated Doolittle Analvsis
of Respouses on Posttest #2

Source df Mean Square

Sex 1 0.00 0.00
Group 3 1.17 1.01
Pretest 1 1.00 5.99%*
Training 1 33.06 17 44%=%
Sex X Group 3 .17 .14
Sex X Pretest 1 2.25 27.00%*
Sex X Training 1 .56 .77
Group X Pretest 3 .17 .14
Group X Training 3 1.90 1.64
Pretest X Training 1 .06 .27
Group X Pretest 3 .08 .07
Group X Sex X Training 3 .56 .40
Group X Sex X Precest 3 .73 .63
Sex X Fretest X Training 1 .23 .20
Sex X Groun X Pretest X

Training 3 1.40 1.21
Error 32 1.16

p .05 **p <.025
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TABLE 7

Yean Scores of Subjects on Pousttent #2
Pretest, Group and Sex

Treatment Groups e Male Femaie Total
i
A
Pretest and Training 4,38 4,38 4.38
B
Pretest and No Training 2.50 3.25 2.87
C
No Pretest and Training 4,25 3.87 4,31
D
No Pretest and No Training 2.87 2.50 2.68
Totals 3.50 3.50 3.56

Again, the trained groups scored higher than those not receiving training.
The groups receiving the pretest also scored higher, h:t the pretest X sex
interaction shows that as in the f{irst posttest the females who receivec
the pretest score higher than females who do not (X = 2.81 vs X = 3.18).
For males the effect was in the opposite direction witt the X = 3.44 for
males receiving the pretest vs. 3,56 for those not receiving the pretest.

Liscusslon

In addition to finding that the training was effective +he interactions
Setween the sex and pretest, and pretest and training was significant and
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unexpected. The finding that the children responded with almost 60 percent
of their responses mature or ignoring the parental sanction also is unex-
pected from the point of view of Piaget and Kohlberg, Furthermore, because
of the relative maturity of judgment among these preschool children one
would expect that it would be difficult to € ffect improvement. However,
after the training the subjects were responding with greater than 90 percent
mature responses,

Jensen and Hughston speculated that merely taking the pretest might
cause a child to re-examine his judgments and recognize the more mature
response. This speculation appears to be false; for subjects in group B who
had a pretest bui no fraining had almost the same scores on the first post-
test (X = 2,93) as the no-traiuing no pretest group (X = 2.87). Even rec—
eivirg two moral reasoning tests failed to produce chance as evidence by
the total score of group B on the second posttest (X = 2.68). However, the
pretest did produce two other results; the pretest training interaction and
pretest-sex interaction., As described in the results section, the pretest
produced a higher score. It is reasoned that the , retest may have sensi-
tized the children to focus on the relevant attributes of the experiences
presented during the training program., This explanation, of course, must
consider why the pretest produced an improvement for girls but not for boys.
This unusual finding might injtially be attributed to change but when the
same pattern occurred on the second posttest these authors feel that the
sex difference must be considered. Basically, the pretest facilitated
development of change for females but not for males, This is difficult to
explain because sex differences have not ordinarily been found in investiga-
tions of moral reasoning among young children, There seems to bLe no existing
data or theory to explain this finding. A limited empirical generalization
might be cthat since the pretest seems to facilitate the type of change
produced by the training then the greater Change among girls indicates girls
are more susceptible to the general effects of this type of social training.

Finding the same basi: results after a two months delay supports the
belief that the training was not producing a superficial and/or transitory
verbal response. It is felt that the training produced either a change in
some cognitive structure 2s described by Piaget and Kohlberg or else enabled
the children to understand and interpret a basic concept, in this case in-
dependence of sanctions, If only the second (conceptual learning) was pro-
duced, then it must follow that adequate mental structuce or development
was present among these children. If this is the case then Piaget's failure
to find this type of reasoning was not a result of immature cognitive develop-
ment but primarily resulted from the lack of social experience or training
directly related to the concept in question, Piaget somewhat acknowledges
this consideration when he proposes that being exposed to moral dilemmas
creates 'disequilibrium' which causes a child to re—~examine his existing
beliefs and develop more mature reasoning,

Because a number of recent experiments (Bandura and McDonald, 1963;
Crowley, 1968; Jensen and Larm, 1970; Jensen and Hafen, 1971; Jensen and

Hughston, 1971; Jensen and Rytting, 1972; Jensen and Hall, 1972; Vance, Crooper,

and Jensen, 1972) are demonstrating that it is possible to teach concepts
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which were typical if not restricted to what Piaget and Kohlberg regarded
as lower levels of moral reasoning, (heteronomy or levels 0, 1 and 2),

it may be desirable to reconsider the concept of stages of moral reasoning.
Nevertheless, while research may question the validity or necessity of
Paiget's mental stages the reaearch cited has supported Piaget's findings
about typical modes or dimensions of children reasoning. It is felt that
this aspect, identifying types of reasoning, of Piaget's theory of the
development of moral reasoning may constitute his most important insights,
This experiment supports this descriptive aspect of Piaget's theory and
suggests that in this and related arcas of moral reasoning planned social
experiences or training could move children from what has previously been
called heteronomous to autonomous reasoning,
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THE EFFECTS OF INFORMATION AND RELATEDNESS
ON CHILDREN'S BELIEF IN IMMANENT JUSTICEl

According to Piaget young children believe that automatic punishments
emanate from things themselves or flow from God's will. These concep-
tions of immanent justice are based on external constraint, diminish with
maturation, are consiiered to be immature. For Piaget, the ilea of
immanent justice is closely correlated with the idea of physical causation.
Nature is seen as a harmonious whole and is animistic or anthropomorphic.
The child is held to believe ". that night should come in order to
put us to sleep, and that the act of going to bed is sufficient to set

in motion that great black cloud that produces darkness . . . In short,
there is life and purpose in everything. Why then should not things be
the accomplices of grown-ups in making sure that a purishment is inflicted
where the parent's vigilance may have been evaded?" (Piaget, 1948, p. 255.)

Piaget's conceptualization has been subjected to empirical analysis.
For a review of research in this area see Medinnus (1959). Basically,
the idea that belief in immanent justice decreases with age has been sub-
stantiated with the exceptlon that it may not appear untii after four.
This suggests that the belief may develop through interaction with adults.

Medinnus used two of Piaget's originai stories in his research. He
analyzed each story separately and found different results for the two
stories. He, therefore, hypothesized that one of the important variables
is the type of story that the child is told. The child's response might
depend on how clear the situarion is ro the ch
the child has with this situation, or how much causal information is con-
tained within the story. If che story contains information which would
indicate a naturalistic explanation, the child might recognize it and
give a naturalistic response. Likewise, if the child has personal exper-
ience or if thesvents are logically related with the situation, he would
be more likely to give a naturalistic explanation. The purpose of this
ex riment was to test the prediction that fewer immanent justices
explanations would follow stories that contained causal information about
a misfortune and where there was a relationship between the wrong doing
and subsequent misfortune. Thus it would be expected that most immanent
justices responses would occur when there was less information and
relatedness. Conversely the least immanent justice should occur when
both information and relatedness are present in the story.

ild, how much experience

Icredit is extended to Marvin Rytting who assisted at all phases in
this experiment.

This experiment has been accepted for publication in the Journal of
Developmental Psychology.
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METHOD

Subjects Subjects were 25 second-grade children from the Wasatch Ele-
mentary School in Provo, Utah. All subjects were white from middle-class
homes. There were ten girls and fifteen boys. Testing was done at the
elementary school during the winter session.

Materials Six stories similar to those used by Piaget were constructed.
Three of these stories contained information about a misfortune in the

story. The other three co.tained no such information. 1In two stories

the accident was completely unrelated to the misdeed. In wwo other stories
the accident was in some way related to the misdeed. Jn the last two

stories the accident was a direct result of the misdeed. Thus, there

were three categories of relatedness and two categories of information.

Each of the six stories initially belonged in only one of the six categories.

During the experiment, the experimenter thought that the child might
be responding to unidentified and unique characteristics within the
individual stories so when 60 per cent of the subjects had been tested,
the information was reversed, i.e., stories without information became
stories with information and vice versa. This was done to counter balance
effects due to unknowr: content variables. In order to clarify how infor-
mation was added or rerioved, an outline of each story is presented. The

brackets following each outline contain the information which vas omitted
or inserted.

Related Story I: Boy plays with forbidden scissors
and is cut. (He didn'c know how to use scissors and
Scissors were too heavy for him.)

Related Story II: Mother tells girl not to play with
neighbors dog but girl disobeys and is bitten. (Dog
did not know girl and thought girl would hurt him.)

Partially Related Story I: Boy steals apples ani ic
chased. During subsequent chase a bridge collapses
and boyv falls into water. (Bridge was old and rotten.)

Partially Related Story II: Girl steals rorc co make
a swing. Later rope breaks during swinging and girl
is hurt. (Rope wazsn't strong enough to hold her weight.)

Unrelated Story I: Girl hurts her brother. Later
bicycle tips over. (She went around cornmer too fast.)

Unrelavcd Story II: Boy plays with camera and breaks
it. Llater he lies about breaking camera and falls
out of tree. (Steps on limb that was too small to
hold his weight.)

Procedures The experimenter saw each child individually and told him

that they were going to play a game in which the experimenccr would tell
the subject some stories and ask him what he thought about them. The

40

4/ s~




T

p

Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

subject was given a die and asked to roll the die before each story to
determine and randomize the order of story presentation. Each subject
received six stories. The experimenter then told the subject the selected
story and asked him the following three questions: Why did this happen?
Would it have happened if the child had been naughty? Did the subject
know that the child had been naughty? The experimenter then asked if

the subject had ever experienced the particular situation and a score

of 1 was recorded if the subject answered in the affirmative. This
measure is referred to as experience.

RESULTS

The data were analyzed with a 2 X 3 X 24 factorial design. The
first factor (A) was information, the second (B) was relatedness.
Factors A and B are fixed. (Winer, 1962 p. 290.) The experience score
was used As a covariate and immanent Justice was the dependent measure.
Computation of the experience score was described in the preceding
section. The subjects’ responses to each story were rateu using a
scale ranging from 1 through 6 to produce the immanent justice score,
A score of 1 meant the child used immanent Jjustice and a 6 indicated
that the child gave naturalistic explanations. Points along the 1-6
continuum were identified by using a criterion modeled after the five
types of immanent justice described by Jahoda (1958). A weight of one
was assigned to a response if it was purc immanence. If the response
mentioned and act of God, it was assigned a weight of two. If the
response was inconsistent, a weight of three was given. When the response
indicated a struggle with ¢ne inconsistency, a score of four was given,
Five points were ascigned when the children invented or created a
naturalistic explanation that linked the misfortune to the deed. Six
points wcre assigned when the child stated and gave clear recognition
thac the misfortune was an accident and was clearly naturalistic in
their interpretation., It was possible to ascign all the subjects’
r1esponses into one of these gix levels of judgment. A sample of responses
at each level are presented in Table & The terse sample responses
were derived from more extended statements typically given by the children.
Sample responses for the third probing question are omitted because a
year answer to this question was extremely rare. Piaget found that
many of his subjects answered this question in the affirmative,

A high correlatioi.. was obtained between the scores of two raters
(r = .90). The scores of one rater were used in the analysis. Both
the main effects and interaction between information and relatedness
were examined. The analysis of covariance summary 1is presented ia
Table 9. Information was not significant. Relatedness was significant
but the significant Information X Relateduess Interaction indicates that
the effect of relatedness is irfluenced by the amount of information

present. The means for the main effects and cells are presented in
Table 10.
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Sample Tesronses for the Six

Ievels of Irrmenent Justice

TIZLT 8

Serple responses using the camera story end the
first two proving questions: (1) Vhy aid thris

keppen? (2) Yould it have happened if the child

had done nothing wrong?

Pure irr-anence

1. ZBeceause the boy Vroke the carera and lied

{0 his father.

N

lio.

Act of Cod or

sugernatural

1. God was punishing him for being bad.

. No.

Inconsistent

). Seme as response levels gtove.

2. Yes

4

Strugrle with

l. Same as gbove.

inconsistency 2. Yes, but reybe it happened because the boy
wasn't careful. (Pesponse given us a second
thourht, )

Naturalistic 1. The boy wes thinking about how he lied to

vl it o his feller end s fecline Yol so he Cilon't

- v

welch vhere he put his feet end slirped.

2. Eitrer yes or no.

Seturalistic

1. Peceuse the branch was not strong enourh.

2. VYes,

Q

P

5.
6.

-
@)

Y

7




TABLE 9

- Analysis of Covariance for the Effects

of Information and Nelatedncss on Irmauent

Justice Scores with Ir-erience as the Covariate

Source df MS F
Subjccts 23,126 9.66
Information (A) 1,148 45 .16
Relatedness (B) 2,147 10.30 3.71%
AD 2,147 10.90 3.92%
Pooled Error 33,116 2,77

TAPLE 10

* n < .05

Ylean Irmnmnent Justice Scores for Main Fffects and Cells

Divectly Partiallv Un- Mean

Related Relaced Related of Row
Tnfornation 5.16 4,24 3.72 4,37
woninforimative 3,88 4,12 3.56 3.85
Mean of Colun 4.52 4,18 3.65 4,11
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The row and column means are ordered as would be predicted by an
additive model described in the introduction, i.e., immanent justice
explanations decrease with an increase in the amount ¢f relatedness and
information. Only one cell means departs from this additive prediction.
This cell mcan is the noninformative and directly related category.

Note in Table III that for the three stories with information there is

a consistent increase in the immanent Justice responses with a decrease
in relatedness but this increase is not consistent in the noninformative
row. One explanation for this finding is that relatedness only makes

a difference when the story has information or that information is most
effectual when the story is directly related. Regardless, the least
amount of immanent justice occurs when the story has information and

is directly related. Sex differences were tested with a Mann-Whitney
test and were not significant (Z = .196, df = 24, p.< .U5.)

DISCUSSION

The analysis supports the prediction that the amount of imranent
justice is dependent upon the amount of causal information and *he amount
of relatedness in the moral dilemma. The methodological implication of
this finding is clear. [t is possible for researchers to find varying
percentages of children giving immanent justice responses, even within
the same population, if the content of the stories is not equated with
regard to the amount of relatedness and perhaps even information.
Accordingly, statements about percentages of children who give immanent
justice responses should be accompanied by a specific description of
the material used to elicit statements about immanent justice. These
LWo considerations have been recognized by Medinnus but these data
substantiate his proposal.

The finding that the directly related - noninformative story pro-

ced fewer immanent justice responses than would have been predicted
' the additive model is difficult to e¥plain. This is the story:
‘There was once a little boy who didn': mind his mother. He took the
scissors one day when he had been told not to. While he was trying to
cut some paper, he cut his finger." This is one of the stories used
by Piaget in his original research and is alsc the story that Medinnus
found produced the largest amount of immanent justice. Comparing this
story with the others did not lead to the identification of any specific
characteristic which differentiated it from the others.

Piaget indicated that 73 per cer: of hic seven and eight-year-old
subjects believed in immanent justice  In contrast to this, only one of the
seven and eight-year-old subjects in thre Fresent experiment (4 per cent)
could be classified as exclusively belizving in this super human force,
Plaget also found considerable belief ir animism and in an immanent justice
administered by God., In the present study, less than 5 per cent of the
responses mentioned God as part of a punishmeat scheme and only ? subjects
(12 per cent) showed any tendency towards animism or immanent justice admin-.

44

¥7

N




e

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

cBEGET S Lot e

istered by God. Although some of the difference between the present results

and those previously reported can be explained by the methodological difference,
some of this difference is undoubtedly due to the difference between the socio-
cultural environements of lower class Swiss children in the 1930's and middle-
class American children of 1970.

The majority of the children (56 per cent) responded to some of the
stories with naturalistic explanations and to others with immanent justice
explanations, It appeared to the examiners that the children preferred
the naturalistic explanations. For example, some subjects first gave
immanent justice responses but after giving a naturalistic explanation wanted
to change their previous answers., However, none of the subjects ever
expressed a wish to change previous naturalistic explanations to immanent
Justice responses, Many subjects, particularly those who gave exclusively
naturalistic responses, reacted with laughter and/or embarrassment to the
second and third questions., One girl even replied, "That depends on if
it's the real world or make-believe." It seemed that when children could
think of a nautralistic response they would give it but when they could
not they reverted to explanations using immanent justice. An explanation
tor this clinical or field observation and for the finding that more
naturalistic responses are given when information is provided, is that
children have a need to understand, order, or explain the world which they
experience. When something happens they want to know why. The lack of an
explanation causes cognitive dissonance or some type of discomfort, Accordingly,
children learn that certain types of explanations have broader general utility
in providing answers, They find that many events can be explained through
reference to a super-natural force -—— God, luck, immanent justice, As they
learn more about the world they increasingly use naturalistic explanations,
but in areas where the children lack experience or knowledge they employ
immanent justice explanations, It is as I{ the belief in immanent justice
is gradually crowded out by knowledge of scientific facts or as the child's
knowledge and experience expand. Therefore, the belief in immanent justice
diminishes with increasing age. Ten of the subjects consistently gave
naturalistic explanations and often looked embarrassed at the suggestion
that there could be any other explanation. However, it would be unjustified
to assume that because these ten didn't use immanent justice explanations,
they rejected the possibility of the existence of such a force. Even these
ten children, as well as most adults, may still propose an explanation ucging
immanent justice when they are responding to an unfamiliar situation or lack
4 naturalistic (iderstanding of the situation.




104

CHANGING CHILDREN'S BELTEF IN IMMANENT JUSTICE1

According to Piaget, young children believe in immanent
justice or that misfortune will automatically follow wrong-
doing. Probably no other aspect of Piaget's theory of moral
development has received more attention from contemporary
researchers than this dimension. Bastcally, researchers
have supported Fiaget's contention that there is a decrease
in immanent justice with age. However, another set of factors
complicate the findings. L¢ 1er (1937) found the decrease
greater among different socio:conomic groups. Liu (1950) found
that there was less belief of immanent justice among Chinese,
Dennis (1943) found a higher proportion of Hopi Indian children
expressing a belief in immanent justice. Therefore, it
appears that other sociocultural factors may be related to the
belief in immanent justice among children. In addition, Medinnus
(1959) and Jensen and Rytting (1972) found that the amount of
immonent justice in subject's beliefs was influenced by the
interaction of naturalistic information in the story and the
degree of relatedness between the wreng-doing and subsequent
misfortune. ‘‘inding that immanent Justice sometimes does not
decrease with age, and that there are cultural and socio-

e ..omic differences suggests that this belief may be largely

the result of social learning. A social learning interpretation,
ie suggested by Medinnus {1355) when he said that a belief in
immanent justice often results from parental teachings such as;
"It serves you right," "That will teach you &0 be careful," or
'God made it happen to teach you a lesson." If a belief in
immanent justice cap result from inadvertent parental teachings,
it should be modifiable through direct trairing. Some other
aspects or dimensions of Piaget's theory of children's moral
thinking has been shown to be influenced through short training
procedures, (Turiei, 1966; Crowley, 1968; Jensen and Larm, 1969;
Jensen and Hafen, 1972; Jensen and Hughston, 197Z; Baidura and
McDonald, 1963). A belief in immanent justice has not been shown
to be affected by direct teaching or educational experience. One
purpose of this investigation is to test the assertion that child-
ren's belief in immanent Justice is primarily learned und/or

can be alterea through a short intensjive educational pcogram.

Piaget states that immanent Justice does not become evident.
in children until about the age of six. In a prelimirury invest-
igation by Jjensen and Hemmingway (1971) it was found 'hat four-

1Credit 18 extended to Jeanne Hall who assisted at all phases
in this experiment. A manuscript has been submicted for review.
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and five-year-old children use an immature form of naturalistic
explanations and immanent Justice. A response was classified as
immature naturalistic if it contained natural elements but when
there was no logical or causal relationship between the misdeed

and event. Another form of immaturity was noted when the child-
ren sometimes stated that the result of a misdeed was followed

by a punishment from an authority figure such as a teacher, even
whes they were told that the adult never found about the child's
error. Jensen and Hermmingway concluded that four and five-yesr-
old children 4o not make either mature naturalistic responses or
immanent justice responses. They suggested that in the typieal
process of learning naturalistic explanations they alsollearn
immanent justice, i.e., when adults teach children about the
natural lawful order of the world they also teach immanent

Justice. It 1s felt by these researchers that children often

£211 to understand the lawful cause and effect relationship

between many acts and their natuval cons8equences as taught by
uwdults; therefore, the adults are actually teachiag children to
expect consequences that are not logically related to the misdeed
from the child's perspective. Tn these cases a child 1is actually
being taught immanent justice, A desirablz training program

would help the children perceive the difference between those
chance negative events which follow an act and negative events
which lawfully result from dpecified behavior. Such a program
would teach a belief in naturalistic expianations without having
the accompanying increase in immanent Justice. In order to test
this hypothesis, two training preograms were developed. 1In one
training group subjects would receive stories of an act followed
only by related consequences. The second group would receive
stories with both related unrelated consequences. The basis for
this type of program stems from the Jensen and Ryeting study

which found that immanent Justicé was a belief that more frequently
occurred when the act and misfortune was unrelated. It was predicted
that children who are exposed ¢q sltuations, some having related
and others unrelated corsequences, would learn that some misfortunes
are naturalistic consequences and others chan events. Accordingly
these children would be more likely to develop ature beliefs in
naturalistic misfortune and be less likely to beliete in immanont
Justice.

Subjects

The Ss were 48 white, middle-class, predominantly Mormon, four-
and five-year--0old children in attendanc: at the Brigham Young Univer-
sity Child Development Laboratories during the fall gemester of
1970. The 88 were randomly selected from ali the children who gave
immature responses en a.pretest and then randomly assigned to the
experimental and control groups. Three gxoups consisting of six-
teen Ss were equally divided between seyxes.

47

52




v

—

Procedure

The experimental design was thus composed of three parts:
a pretest, a training procedure, and a posttest. Each of these
parts will now be explained ir more detail.

Pretest - The pretest was used to identify (hildren who gave
more immanent justice and immature naturalistic than mature nat-
uralistic explanations of why misfortune follows wrong-doings.

If a child gave six out of eight immanent justice or immature
naturalistic responses, he was classified immature. The pre-
testing sessions lasted for a period of two days and were con-
ducted by ten assigstants randomly assigned to pretest all of

the subjects. Each assistant took one-tenth of the subjects. The
assistant tested each subject individually and began the pretest
by saying, "I have several stories to tell you. Please listen
closely and look at the pictures carefully." The assistant then
read each of the eight stories to the child and recorded the
child's exact words in response to the questions asked after

each story. The two types of stories were alternately given to
the childj first, a story with an unpleasant consequence related
to the act; and second, a story wi<h an unpleasant consequence
unrelated to the act, The assistant were unaware of the hypotheses
of the study and were specifically trained by reading the scories
and recording of responses of sample children not involved in

the experiment.

Training Brocedure - The training procedure followed twenty-
one days after the pretests and was continued for six days. Six
trained assistants conducted the training skssions and randomly
alternated their assignment to each of the three groups. The
training groups consisted of four to five children and required
twelve to fifteen minutes per session.

The first experimental groups were presented four stories each
day for six days, making a total to twenty-four stories which were
presented. The assistant read the story stressing the fact that
no authority figures observeu the misdeed or found cut about it.
The assistant pointed out that the negative related consequences d+d
Occur to the offender in the story. This consequence was tien
discuseed with the subjects. The subiects were then asked to
explain the causal relationship between the misdeed anu the
related consequence. The subjects were rewarded at the end of
each training session for their participation. An example of
a story with discussion questions follows:

A mother told her little girl not to play with the
neighbor's dog. Tie lattle girl did not mind lier mother.
She went over and Tiyed with the dog anyway. Her
mother never foun¢ -.% that she had played with the
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the big dog. What happened to the little girl?
What really happened was that the dog bit the
little girl's hand. Why did the dog bite the
girl's hand?

(a) 1If the little girl's mother had said it was
all right to play with the dog, would she
have been bitten anyway?

(b) Why do dogs bite children?

(c) Did the dog know that the little girl had dis-
obeyed her mother?

The second experimental group received simiiar tizining
except that two of the four stories which they received at
each training session had consequences which were unrelated to
the misdeed. For these stories the experimenter pointed out
that there was nc causal relationship between the two events,

ahe misdeed and the consequnece. An example using the preceeding
situation would be:

A mother told her little girl not to play with the
neighbor's big dog. The little girl did not mind her
mother. She went over and played with the dog anyway.
Her mother never found fut that she had pla-ed with the
dog. What happened to the little girl?

What really happened to the 1ittle girl was that later
that afternoon when she came home, she became sick to her
stomach. Why did the little girl get sick?

(a) 1If the little girl's mother had said it was all right
to play with thd dog, would she have gotten sick
anyway?

(b) Why do children get sick?

(c) Did the dog know that the little girl had disobeyed her
mo ther?

The other two stories feor this group contained related comnsequences
randomly selected from those given to the first experimental

group. Reinforcement was given at the end of each training session
for participation.

b

The third training procedure was a control situation. During
this period the assistant read the sutjects a nursery school story.

49

5¢




After the reading was completed, the assistant asked the subjects
several discussionqpesxions about the story. Upon termination
of the questions, all subjects were reinforced with a food treat
for their cooperation and participation.

Posttesting - Twenty days after the final day of the training
sessions ten assistant began the posttests. These assistants were
not used in either the pretest or the training procedures. Each
tested an equal number from each treatment conditiorn. The subjects
met individually with an assistant and were presented the same get
of eight stories that they received during the pretest. The pro-
cedure was identical with that of the pretest. Each subject was
then assigned a point for each of the response types recorded.

After the testing was completed, all of the responses given by
the children were judged by two raters who did not partic¢ipate as
assistants in the study. (The raters were trained by rating the
responees of children who were previously tested but were not
part of the sample.) If the two raters did not agree on the
category that a response shuild be assigned, a third rater resolved
the discrepancy. The responses of the first question in each story
were placed into one of the eight categories: I don't know, un-
pleasant consequences related to the act, nnpleasant consequences
unrelated to the act, guilt feelings, neutral conséquences or
nothing happened, parental punishments, irrelevant, and no answer.
The. responses to the second question in each story vere placed
into four categories: irrelevent, immanent justice, naturalistic,
and o answer; and the $esponses to the third question in each
story were put into four categories: yes-naturalistic, no-
immanent justice, irrelevant, and no answer.

Results

The experimental design used in this study required a 2 x 2 4 2
repeated measure analysis of variance. The mathematical model
for the analysis is designated as Y = A(I) + B(J) + C(IJK) +
D(L) + AD(IL) + BD(JL) + ABD(IJL) + CD(IJKL) + E where in A
represente training, B represents sex, C represents subjects,
and D represents pretest and posttest.

The subjects responses totthe three questions following each
story were summed and an immanent Justice score for each subject
was complled by adding the immanent justice responses from questions
two and three with a response of an unpleasant consequence unrelated
to the act for question one. Approximately 752 of the subject's
responses cculd be classified as either immanent justice or mature
naturalistic, the remaining responses falling into the other
categorie: such as immature naturaligtic (parental punishment),
irrelevant, or I don't krow, etc. The mature naturalistic response
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was hasically the converse of an immanent justice response and

the mature naturalistic score when analyzed yielded approximately
the same findings (except in the converse) as the immanent justice
scores. Hence only the immanent justice scores sre reported.

There was a significant treatment by pretest - posttest
Jnteraction, as seen &n Tablell for related stories and Table 12
for unrelated stories.

Table 11
Annlysis of Variance Summary for
) 3

Imonenent Justice Pesponses for Related Stories

Goarce df M ¥
Trestwent (A) 2 33.84 7.70"
Sex (1) 1 3.38 0.77
Subjects (C) 42 4,39 0.00
Pr¢ and Post D) 1 37.50 16,494

AXD 2 1.53 0.35

A XD 2 16.34 7.18%

B XD 1 2.67 1.17

AXBXD 2 0.82 0.36

C XD 42 2.27 0.00
Errer 95 42863
Fp .00l
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Table 12

Annlvsis of Varimce:

Lawan pt Justice ¥

s af
Pt [N ?
Cn ) l
Sdojoets () 42
Prooand Yoct (B) 1
A X B 2
AXD 2
B XD 1
AX B XND 2
(O W 42
Lr1or 95
L 001

Sumrary

7.57

0. 84

7.70

22.53

0.51

for

sovaae s For Uire ated

Stoerye

0.00

For both the related and unrelated stories, the results demonstrate
that the subjects made significantly less immanent justice responses

following training.
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The decrease was significant for both types of




stories (immanent justice responses following related storieg,
F=7,18, df = 2,95, p£-001; immanent justice responses fol-
lowing unrelated stories, F = 7.69, df = 2,95, ;lli .001). The
groups means for this interaction are presented in Figures

and .

S with only related

o

ted and unralatod

PRILLIST pPoSIL Ty

Figure 3 . Means of the three groups from pretest to posttest for
immanent justice responses following related stories.
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Figure 4 . Means of the three groups from pretest to posttest for the
immanent justice responses following unrelated stories.

54

37




It can be seen that the general pattern for the related and unrelated
stories are similar; the training subjects make fewer {mmanent jus-
tice responses following training, but the control subjects do not.
For the related stories, the mean pretest and posttest scores for
the control group are almost the same (X = 3.33 and X = 2.75)
indicating that the interaction results fror the lack of change

for the contrcl group and che corresponding drop in imm:z: :nt jus-
tice responges for both training groups. For the unrelated stor~
ies, the posttest scores of the control groups also decrease but
the posttest score of the control group increased. To determine
whether the interaction was due to the decrease of the trained
groups or to the increase of the control group pcst hoc compar-
isons were made using the t statistic. The pretest - posttest
differences for both zraining groups was significant (t = 1.68,

df = 30, p&.05, X; = 3,37 vs X, = 2.18 for training with related
stories), (t = 1.95, df = 30, p& .05, X, = 3,81 vs. Xy = 2,31

for training with related and unrelated étories.) The pretest -
posttest difference was also significant for the control group

but the difference was in the opposite direction (t = 1.97, df =
30, p £.05, Xy = 4.62).

While not a primary concern in this investigation, comparison
between related stories were also made. On the pretest there was
not a significant difference in the amount of immanent justice
responses between the related and unrelated stories (t = 1.05,
df = 94, I1<:°05’ Xl = 2.94 vg, Xy = 3.40). Similar analyses
were also made for the number of responses coded as naturalistic.
The same general pattern and findings were found as the natur-
alistic scores were basically the converse of the immanent justice
scores. Subjects made more aaturalistic responses following the
Ielated stories on the pretest [t = 4.12, df = 30, p< .01,

X, = 6.25 vs, X2 = 4.23). On the posttest more naturalistic respon-
ses were made following related stories than following unrelated
stories for the control subjects (t = 1.53, df = 30, p¢.1,

Xl = 6,94 yg, X, = 3.56), and also for both traiing groups (t =
9.17, df = 30, p¢ 001, Xl = 11.25 vs. X, = 6,31), (t = 7.47,

df = 30, pL . 001, Xl = 10.6 vs. X, = 5.8;). A separate analysis
was alsc made on eatch of tie prob%ng questions (Questions 1,

2, and 3). It was found that the questions analyzed separately
ylelded the same pattern of recults except for Question 2 where

the differences approached significance.

Discussion
The primary puspose of the inveetigation was to determine if

it 18 possible to influence children's belief in immanent justice
with direct training. The data clearly indicates that this is
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possible. The effectiveness of training was demonstrated for
both types of training methods and for both types of story
situations. The training used in this experiment simultaneously
produced an increase in naturalistic explanations for misfortune
where the misfortunc was related to an act and a decrease in
immanent justice responses for both related and unrelated stories.
This finding indicates that the belief in immanent justice is
likely not to be governed by slowly maturing cognitive structures
but by social learning suggesting that age related changes in the
belief are most likely due to the amount of formal and incidental
learning of a child within a given culture. The requisite mental
ability to comprehend the concept 1s of course necessary but these
data suggest that the limiting or determining factor for child-
ren of this age 1s not the lack of mental structure or function.
The failure to find difference betweeu: the twec types of training
methods indicates that the belief in immanent justice can be
influenced by both of these approaches. The effectiveness of
both methols suggests that the belief in immanent justice may be
very malleable or receptive to change at this age,.

The finding that was not predicted or expected was the incre-
ase in the amount of immanent justice responses by the control
group receiving the unrelated stories. This increase could
have been one of the statistically possible change occurrences,
but the investigators believe that this change is probably due
to the effect of the prete:t. Jensen and Rytting found (1970)
that more immanent justice cccurs when the misfortune and the
preceeding event are unrelated than when they are related. When
the subjects were presented with the stories a second time and
asked why the misfortune occurred and there was no relationship
between the misfortune and the micdeed, the suvjects may have
sought for a socially desirable response. In this case an
Immanent justice response may have occurred under the more
demanding conditicns. It is interesting to note that this fits the
prediction that immanent justice responses will occur more fre-
quently where a naturalistic explanation for an event is less
obvious. Note the control group increased in the number of
immanent justice responses only for the unrelated stories.

This latter finding is similar to the analysis which showed that
training produced more naturalistic responses for related than
unrelated stories,

In a study by Magowan and Lee (1970) on the type of stories
used in studies of moral development, specifically immanent just-
ice, it was found that the type of story itself, and the
characteristics of the subjects, have great bearing upon the
research findings. In their study they focused upon four main
variables: stories depictiag familiar versus unfamiliar situations,
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multiple choice versus open-ended story questions, sex of

the central figures in the story, and age and sex of the child-
ren participating as subjects. Important factors which might
bear upon the children's responses were ones such as the ling-
uistic ability or verbal fluency of the child, and the projective
structure of the child (whether he sees the story characters

as himself or others, his own age, or younger or older, Magowan
and Lee concluded that children give more immature responses

to stories with unfamiliar as opposed to familiar settings,

They found no significant difference in sex. They also demonstrated
that as the children increased in age they gave more mature
moral judgments. They concluded that forced-choice instruments
should be used wherever possible,instead of the traditional open-
ended question. When the child had to think up responses to
open-ended questions, he was much more likely to use immature,
and in this case, immanent justice responses. This concern is
not too relevant for this experiment since the three probing
questions are of both forced-choice and open-ended questions,

and the same general trend was found for the total summated
score, and the questions analyzed separately.

It ie interesting tc note that a difference between related
and unrelated stories was nct found or the pretest., This is in
contrast with the Jensen and Ryttins study which found that re-
latedness of the misdeed and confequences was an important factor
in whether children would believe in immanent Justice. The
failure to confirm this difference may be a result of the
scoring procedure used. Jensen and Rytting used a scoring pro-
cedure similar to that used by Jahoda (1958) that involved more
summating and rater evaluation. While the difference between the
two scoring procedures is slight, it may have been responsible
for the difference. Another factor which would account for
difference is the age of the subject. The Jensen and Rytting
subjects were approximately 7 years old whereas these subjects
were younger.

Nevertheless, the basic question as to whether a belief in
immanent justice can be affected by a short training program seems
to be clearly answered in the positive. The failure to find a
difference between the training methods is likely due to the
relative effectiveness of either technique, This suggests that
more mature reasoning in these areas can produce with a very
minimal program for these vemy young children., It also is opposed
to the belief that a development of mature moral responses
occurs very slowly and primarily requtres cognitive maturation
and a continuing series of social interactions with adults or
peers. It is these researchers' opinion that young children
have the prerequisite cognitive abilities tro make more mature
moral judgments. This failure to develop more mature moral rea-
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soning 1s a result of the failure to provide the appropriate
minimal learning experiences. 1In fact, the improvement of the
control group suggests that simply confronting the children
with the dilemma is sufficient of affect a change in their
reasoning.,
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CHANGINE CHILDREN'S BLLIEFS ABOUT PUNISHMENTl

Piaget (1932) described twu stages in the development of moral
reasoning. The first stage is called heteronomy; being subject to
another's law. This occurs in early childhood shortly after the
age of three and is formed in convext of the infetior position the
child holds in comparison with adu’+*s. The second stage, develop-
ing after the age of eight, is called autonomy; being subject to
one's down law. Autonomy develops neturally from heteronomy through
interaction and mutual respect betweon peers. Pilaget believed that
moral experience and adult precepts ave assimilated and trans-
ormed by the child’'s slowly maturing cognitive gystems. Piaget
and Kohlberg (1964) have identified several aspects or dimensions
of the heteronomous stage of moral reasening. One dimension
is particularly salient: Young children view punishment as
having a punitive as opposed to a restitu-ive function and
favor severe punishments for wrong-doing. When young children
are presented a story abcat another child who has done something
wror.3 and are asked what a fair punishment tor that child would
be, the majority will state ar suggest a rather severe punishment.
Characteristically, the punishment suggested does niot allow for
the restitution of damage. 1In contrast, older children will
temper the punishment and propose a punishment ihat provides an
opportunity for the transgressor to make restituvion. This char-
acteristic of young children's moral Jjudgments has been colla-
borated by other researchers (Horrower, 1964; Johnson, 1962; Radke,
1964). Johrson and Medinnus (1969) when reporting Radke's exper-
iment, showed that 74% of the children interviewed indicated that
spanking was the type of punishment that they received even th
their parents reported that they rarely used this type of punish-
ment. In addition, 83% of”the children favored spanking as the
best punishment for a child who was naughty. Johnson and Medinnus
cencluded: "quite clearly the younger child's response to the
quesrtions was not related to the actual quality or quantity of the
purishment he received, but to his conceptions of what the most
appropriate punishment was (page 375)." Among psychologists, there
is general agreement that the punitive as opposed to a restitutive
concept of punishment is characteristic of Piaget's heteroromous
stage or are characteristics of less developed stages of moral
reasoning. However, there is considerable controversy about the
origin and effects of experience on this and the other aspects
of heteronomous reasoning. At the present time, several invest-

Icredit is extended to Ann Rytting who assisted at all
phase in this experiment. A menuscript has been submitted for
review,
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igators have demonstratec that they could train young children

to mike more mature moral judgments in some other dimensions.
(Ba.dura and McDonald, 1963; Crowley, 1968; Jensen and Larm, 1989;
Turiel, 1966; Jensen and Hughston, 1970; Jensen and Hafen, 1970,)
the guccess of these brief training programs lends support to a
social learning interpretation of the development of moral judg-
ments or reasoning, as opposed to a cognitive developmental
explanation. The cognitive developmental explanation generally
agsumes that more mature moral Judgments must be preceeded by

the slowly maturing cognitive systems. This experiment focuses
on a d:measion of moral reasoning which thus far has not been
shown to be modifiable through a short training program. The

Jsimension imvestigated is children's conceptione ahout punishment,

The Bandura and McDonal studies have been criticized because
the posttest occurred immediately after training (Turiel, 1966).
In fact, almost every experiment in this area of regearch has
measured the effect within a two week delay. Accordingly, the
durable or long-term effects of training have not been shown.
Glassco (1970), recognizing this Problem, located the subjects
from Crowl.ey's experiment and found they still perform better
than the controls after an interval of six months. Thus a
second concern of this experiment was to determine the long-term
or delayed effects of the training.

Previous studies demonstrating the efficacy of training child-
ren to make more mature moral Judgments did not claim to influence
moral reasoning in areas other than the specific judgments being
influenced. When a change is made in one area of moral judgment
is there a cognitive change which affects the moral judgments in
related areas? To answer this question it was decided to measure
the effects of training a child's conception of punishment on
another aspect of moral reasoning called independence of ganctions: it
is the realigation that an act is not Judged good or bad because
it was rewarded or punished. Small children are unable to
separate an act from its consequence and thus Jjudge the right-
ness or wrongness of an act by the sanction that follows. This
dimension was studied by Jensen and Hughston, (1971). They
found that a training program sgimilar te that vsed by Jensen and
Larm (1969) was effective in raising the level of moral judgments
about the relationshp between an act and sanctions that may
follow. Because of the logical relationship between independence
of sanctions and judgments about punishment, it was thought that
judgments regarding independence of sanctions could be influenced
by training children to make more mature Judgments about punishment.
If this is possible it may be that moral Judgments have a unitary
cognitive -hase. But {f training in one area does not affect the
other, then it ig suggested that training is producing a specific
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cognitive response rather than stimulation general cognitive
development. Accordingly, {t was decided to measure children's
belief in independence of sanction after they had been trained
to make more mattre judgments in the area of punishment.

T-:0 experiments were conducted to answer these questions,
The first will not be recorded in {ts entirely because it was
a pllot study, and was characterized by a small sample. The
procedure and wmaterial-was identical in the second experiment
unless otherwise noted.

Method

Fol of =

Young University Child Developpment Laboratory. During the
winter session the laboratory received pupils from a white,
middle-class, predominantly Mormon, socio-economic population.
The subjects ranged in age from three years, ten months, to
five years.

Materials

Booklets counsisting of alternating colored pages were
prepared for each subject in the experimental groups. These
booklets {llustrated each of the stories presented during the
training session. Larger illustrations on poster board were
prepared for each of the stories in the pretest, posttest, and
delayed posttest. All of the stories presented on moral
judgments were of the type used by Piaget but written with the
differences in age, culture, and socio~ecomémic class taken
into consideration. The stories used for the control group were
non-moral stories chosen from the picture book section of the
Brigham Young University Curriculum Library.

Procedure

The experimental design is composed of four phases: (&) a
pretesting session in which the moral judgment of the subjects
was assessed in the area of punishment in order that the groups
could be matched on this variable; (B) a series of five
group training sessions in which each group received training
appropriate to its respective treatment condition; (C) a
posttesting session wherein all subjects were individually
tested on stories similar to those used during the pretest but
with which they had no experience; and (D) a delayed posttesting
session comparable to the first posttest administered two months
later. Each phase of the procedure will now be discussed in
detail:

Subjects
The subjects were 52 preschool children from the Brigham
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A. DPretesting Session: One of three femzle assistants saw

each of the children in individual testing sessions which took
place over a five day period. Before begirning the test, the
assistant explained to the subjects that she would be reading
some stories about children who had been naughty and needed to

be punished. The children were asked to pretend that they

were the mommy or daddy and to make up a good or fair punishment
for the child in the story. The assistant then told the first
part of the story which presented the account of the misdeed
committed. The subjects were then asked what a fair or good
punishment for that child would be. After the subjects had
suggested a punishment, the aasistant continued by saying, '"That
is a good idea, but ‘his little boy's (or girl's) father (or
mother didn't think of that. Here are twc punishments that his
father thought of..." The two alternative punishments were then
presented along with the appropriate illustrations and the child
was asked to point to the best one. For each of the pretest sto-
ries presented, the suggested punishment and the choice of the
alternative punishments were recorded. If the child appeared
confused or was not paying attention, the story or the alternative
punishments were repeated to insure an accurate representation

of the ¢hild's judgments. Those subjects who would not respond
to the questions were eliminated from the study.

In additdon to the stories about punishment giy stories
presenting a dilemma of independence of sanctions were also
presented to each subject. The stories consisted of instances
in which a child was panished for doing a good act, and one
story in whiéh a child was punished for doing a bad act (used
as part of a control for response set). The suvjects were pre-
sented with the story accompanied by an illustration of the child
performing the act and followed by the comment "and his mommy
got mad and spanked him."  The subjects were asked if doing the
act was good or bad, and why the mommy spanked the child. These
responses were also recorded verba’ a.

The assistant administered the eight Plaget-type punishment
stories in a counterbalanced order of restitutive and punitive
runishments., The subjects were randomly assigned to one of
the thre= treatment groups (reinforcement, discussion, or control)
after having been matchéd for moral development, as determined by
the pretest, and for sex and age.

B. Training Session: The week following the pretesting, the
training sessions began. To facilitate tzaining, each of the
threc groups was divided into subgroups of approximarely five child-
ren. EAch of these subgroups met with an assistant for training
sessiviis on five days. Each session wasg 15 to 20 minutes in
length and the total time spent in training by each group was
equivalent and ranged from 80 to 85 minutues

62

&7




At the beginning of the first session, the training was
explained as a game. Each subject was given a booklet which con-
tained two stick figure illustrations of the punishments from
the story. He was also given a crayon with which to mark his
answers on the booklet. After the presentation of each story, the
subjects were instructed to make an X on the punishment they
thought was the best. To facilitate subjects' understanding, the
assistant pointed to the illustrations in a booklet identical to
those used by the subjects as the punishments were presented.

The reinforcement group was presented with nine stories each
day, making a total of &5 stories presented during training. For
each story, the assistant read the account of the misdeed and
choice of punishments, carefully pointed to the illustrations.
After heaving the story, the subjects were asked to mark the pun-
ishment they thought was better by marking it was an X. When
all of the subjects in the group had indicated their preference,
the assistant identifjed the restitutive punishment and without
any explanation distributed the ships to these who had marked
the correct answer. The assistant then continued with the next
stery.

Ths discussion group was presented with five of the stories
taken from those used in the reinforcement groups during that
day (for a total of 25). After telling the story and the punish-
ment choices, assistants elicited a discussion in.the form of
questions that attempted to fecus on the purpose of restitutive
punishment, One of the subjects who had marked the correct
answer was asked why he thought that was the best punishment, and
a subject who had marked the immature punishment choice was asked
why he thought that was the best punishment. Care was taken by
the assistants to involve each chilé in the discussion and to
accept all answer given, Following the short discussion, the
agsistant continued with the next story without telling the
children which was the best punishment and without giving any
rewards.

The control group heard a non-moral story each day. They
were also given booklets similar to those used in the training
session with illustrations of questions about the story they had
heard. Fellowing the stery, the assistant asgked subjects quest-
i6ns related to the story and had them mark and X on the correct
answer. After each question, the correct answer was revealed by
the assistant the subjects who marked the correct answer were
rewarded with a chip,

C. Posttesting Session: One week after the last training
session, the individual postteeting sessions were begun. The
agsistants who gave the posttests did not participate in the
training and did not kmow which subjects were in the various groups.
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The order of subiects was randohly determined, except that the
number tested from each of the three groups was kept constant as
was the number from each group tested by each of the assistants.
Each subject was given twalve stories with punishament alternatives.
The assistant asked each child to suggest a fair punishment and

to choose the best punishment alternative. 1In addition, six
stories about independence of sanctions were also presented and

the children were asked if the act was bad and why the child in
the story was punished. All of the answers were recorded verbatim.

D. Delayed Pogttesting Session: The subjects were given
a delayed posttest consisting of twelve new stories on punishments
two months after the end of the training session. Each child was
seen by one of the two assistants who admiristered the posttest,
Again each subject was asked to suggest & fair punishment and then
to choose the better of two punishment alternatives. The subjects
were tested in random order taking the same number from each
day and assigning the same number from each group to each assist-
ant, in order to eliminate assistant bias and centrol for the
length of tiem that had elapsed since the training session.

In experiment 1 there were only 16 children. 1In the discus-
sion group the assistants told the children which was the mature
response during the discussion; whereas in Experiment 2, no
indication of the assistant!'s bias or opinions were given a mat-
erial reward (sugar-coated cereal) when they chose the coreect
response but no in Bxperiment 2.

Scoring and Analysis

The basic questions concerning the effect of training upon the
level of moral judgments in the area of restitutive punishment were
tested by performing planned comparison of means. The error sum
of squares for these tested was computed using the one-way fixed
effects model of the analysis of variance (Hays, 1963).

The scores were computed by assessing both the subjects choices
of punishment and their verbal responses. The responses were
scored as mature if they contained some attempt to incorporate a
means wheveby the guilty child could make restitution for what he
did wrong or to include a punishment that was, as nearly as
possible, the matural consequences of the misbehavior. Because
of the possibility of selecting mature moral choices by chance
and the assumption that the verbal responses were a more reliable
indicator, the responses were weighted three and the choices
received a weight of sne. The responses and choices were also
analyzed separately using the same type of statistical test and
are referred to as response score and choice score. A rank order
correlation between the rating of two independent scorers was
computed. Because the computation was high (rho =~ .927, p =<:.001),
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the scores from one scorer were used. Only the choice score
was computed in Experiment 1.

Results

The main concern of this experiment was whether training
would increase the maturity of moral judgments in the area of
restitutive punishments. This was measured by the number of res-

. titutive punishments offered verbally and selected from the two
alternatives (choice) on the posttest. The combined training
groups were compared with the control group. The trained
subjects made more mature responses in both experiments (Exper -
iment 1: ¢ = 2.54, df = 13, p<.05; Experiment 2: ¢t = 1,78
df = 39, p<.05). Looking more closely we find that the com-
bined training groups made more mature resporgses (t = 1,37,
df = 39, p< .01) as well as, more mature choices (t = 2.18,
df = 39, p¢ .025) in Experiment 2. The means for the dis-
cussion and verbul discrimination groups in Experiment 1
were 8.8 and 8.5, respectively, in comparison with the
control group whose mean was 3.57. The means for Experiment
2 are presented in Table 13

LA 13

leaw Posttest Scorcs for nrerinnt 2

Group
T e B R

Measgre Dis Tion R Zoree, vomyge : Contr:
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HoLpodne s oscore L5000 15.33 a4
Dulayed Postiest ’
Total score 2] .h2 25.40 23.47

Cholces seore O.s 7.50 6.67
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It was predicted that the discussion group would make more
mature moral judgments than the verbal discrimination group which
. was 8.5. In the second experiment, the means of the discussion
v and reinforcement groups were 21.36 and 23.83, respectively,
- These differences were not significant and provided no evidence
that discovery or verbalization of principle was more effective
than reinforced discrimination as a training procedure.

It was predicted that the subjects in the training group
could retain their level of moral judgments for an extended per-~
iod of time. It was found that after a two-month period none of
the trained subjects in either Experiment 1 or 2 declined in
the number of mature moral judgments given. However, an unexp-
ected and surprising finding occurred in both experiments, The
control group improved significantly during this interim so
that no significant difference existed between the combined
training group and the control group after two months., The
difference between the combined experimental groups and the
control group on the delayed posttest was not sigmificant
in either Experiment 1 or 2, p ».05. The means in Experiment
1 were 9.2 for the discussion; 9.75 for the reinforcement and
7.4 for the control group. Comparisons between the two train-
ing programs were not significant on either the posttest or
delayed posttest for either Experiment 1 or 2, P >.05. The
prediction that subjects trained in the area of restitutive pun-
ishmeat would increase in the number of mature responses given
in the related area of independence of sanctions was not
supported, p >:05. A Pearson Product Moment Correlation was
run between the scores for punishment and independence of
sanctions and was not significant on the pretest or after train-
ing on the posttest. The correlations for pretest and posttest
scores are ~.03 and .15, respectively. There were nc sex

. differe .ces in the moral judgments on the pretest as determined by
a Mann-whitney test (z = .68),

Discussizn

It i1s concluded that children exposed to the various training
procedures made significantly more mature judgments about punishment
on the posttest. The most provocative finding was the seemingly
spontanecus improvement of the control group which took place be-
tween the posttest and the delayed posttest, Although this was
unexpected it may be related to the finding that the discussion
group did as well as the reinforcement group even though they
did not have the more mature punishment identified for them. Filaget
(1960} ~stated that with respect to the concept of conservation,

a chilc's cognitive development will occur without formal teaching
if the child is given sufficient experience or contact with the

problem. Randall's research (1967) supports the idea that "testing
a child on a number of conservation tasks... frequently causes him
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to move rapidly toward an understanding of conservation of
substance. Apparently the mere fact that a child is required

to make judgments of this gort produces sufficient dissonance

or to use Plaget's term, 'disequilibrium', that he is forced

to re-evaluate his beliefs (Johnson and Medinnus, 1969, p. 125)."

Piagetans would likely argue that the same process holds
true with regard to moral judgments. The most logical explanation
of the delayed posttest resulcs is that the testing procedure
itself (or what Kohlberg calls exposure to moral dilemmas) is
sufficient to cause some children to re-evaluate their beliefs
and move toward more mature moral judgments. Anothor possible
explanation that should be mentioned is the possibility that
the assistants who gave the posttest and delayed posttest uncon-
sciously gave the children a cue to the mature responses. This
is unlikely because neither training group improved during this
time. If the assistants were giving clues that would help the
children make more mature responses on the delayed posttest, the
training groups would also have improved between these two tests.
There was not a ceiling effect for the training groups as their
mean scores were only 22 out of a possible 48. The assistants
were also unaware of the children's previous assignments.

One of the features on the statistics observed during the data
analysis was the large standard deviation on the posttest and delaved
posttest scores. The difference between the pretest and posttest
variances was significant teyond the .025 level for each group.
Analysis indicated that the effect of the training was not to
increase each child's developmental level by a sinall amount, but
to produce an obvious increase in the level of reasoning of some
of the children while affecting the moral reasoning of the other
children very little. In all three groups on the delayed post-
test, 42% of the subjects improved by more than 15 points while
337 improved by less than 5 points, Only 257 were within 5 points.
This suggests that the-effect of training or experience up a
child's moral reasoning is partly dependent upon his cognitive
readiness to make the transition or understand the more advanced
concept.,

It is not surpcising that most of the children learned to
discriminate between punitive and restitutive punishments more
veadily than they learned to consistently give restitutive res-
ponses. The depth of understanding that is required in order to
verbalize a concept is far greater than that required to make a
discrimination. Bruner, Goodnow, and Austin (1956) state,
"Many experiments in concept attainment, including our own,
have shown that subjects are able to distinguish correctly
exemplars from non-exemplars of a concept before being about to
name the defining feature on which their Judgments are based.
The studies of Hall (1920), Smoke (1932), and Walk (1952) all
provide examples (p. 60)."

.
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This observartion about concept attainment may alsc account
for an observation that the Ss were unable to state why they had
chosen or given a particular punishment. It is reasoned that a
total grasp of the concept of restitutive punishment comes in
three stages. The firs:i stage is the point at which a child is
able to discriminate becween punitive and restitutive punish-
ments, the second when he can give restitutive responses, and the
third when he can explain the principle involved. Because the
ability tc state mature responses demands a higher level of
verbal skill, it is understandable that the children varied more
in their responses than in their choices.

Contrary to prediction, the discussion groups of both exper-
lments did not make significantly more mature moral Judgments
than the verbal discrimination group or the reinforcement group.
Crowley (1967) pointed out that effectiveness of explanatory tech-
niques such as used by the discussion groups saie dependent upon
such variables as age and level of difficults of the concept.

It is felt that both of these variables contributed to the lack
of difference between these two groups. The concept was dffficult
and the children were very young. Jensen and Larm (1969), in
their training of intentionality with six year olds, found a
significant difference between the discussion and verbal discrim-
ination groups; Jensen and Hafen (1970), however, found no such
difference when they repeated the study using thrase and four

year olds. Jensen and Hughston (1971), in training independence
of sanctions in four and five year olds, also found no difference
between the two methods of instruction. It appears from these
studies that a certain amount of maturity is necessary before a
child can profit more from the verbal insights provided by the
discussion method of training. Another variable that contributed
to the children's inabilfey to fully profit from the discussion
method of training was the level of c¢ifficulty of the concept.

in Jensen and Larm's study, the children were considered to

have grasped the principle behind the mature moral Cesponse if
they were able to verbalize that the naughtier child had com-
mitted the misdeed "on purpose." This verbalization was 1ppli-
cable to all of the test items. On the other hand, the subjects
in this tudy were required to invent a restitutive punishment
applicable to different situations described in each test item.
Both Crowley (1967) and Jensen and Larm (1969) suggest that their
training may be specific to the area of intentionality. The
results of this experiment tend to confirm this possiblity.

There was no correlation between the judgments made in the area
of restitutive punishments and independence of sanctions. More-
over, training in the area of restitutive punishments.did not
facilitate advancement in the area of independence of sanctions.
Other studies which leand credence to thig position are those

by Beohm and Nass (1962) and Durkin (®*961) which found no con-
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sistent relationship between judgments in two different areas
of moral judgments,

In previous experiments on training moral judgment (Crowley,
1967; Jensen and Larm, 1969) and in Experiment 1 for this exper-
iment, subjects were promised a material reward for choosing the
mature punishment and then were able to make more mature choices
and responses. In the second experiment reported here, the
promise of a macerial reward was eliminated yet the trairing groups
were still alle to make significantly more mature judgments than
the control group, This finding is in line with the studies
done by McCelland and associates (Atkinson, 1958) demonstrating
that the need for achievement operates as intrinsic motivation for
learning. The children who were promised a material reward in
Experiment 1 seemed to be more concerned with the total scores at
the end of the training session, while those who did not expect a
reward for answering correctly in Experiment 2 were judged to more
concerned with each individual response. It was thought that those
subjects who were working for a material reward focused their
attention on the correctness of their answer.

The discussion group in Experiment 2 did not receive confir-
mation from an adult that the restitutive punishment was better.
In Experiment 1 the correct choice was identified after the dis-
cussion was elicited through directive questions. Care was taken
in Experiment 2 to present the questions without evaluating the
responses given. In both of these studies there were no signi-
ficant difference between the discussion groups and the other
training groups. From this data ope might infer that children of
preschool age can recognize a more mature form of punishment when
they are faced with two alternatives in a discussion which focuses
on the restitutive purpose behind mature punishment.

Returning to the main point of this study, it is evident
that training does contribute to the advancement in the level of
moral judgments of punishment. It is possible to construe this find-
ing as evidence that Piaget's theory of a slowly maturing cogni-
tive process is unwarranted, since these advancements were obtained
so quickly. However, another explanation which was proposed by
Turiel and accepted by Crowley is that the training was effective
because it dealt with relatively superficial responses. This
explanation may be acceptable to explain the training of simple
discrimination responses. However, the more complex task of
formulating restitutive punishments to fit a given situation cam-
not be considered superficial. Nonetheless, it is ot proposed
that this evidence refutes that aspect of Plaget's theory that
says cognitive maturity muost preceed moral advancement. The fact
that some children grasped the concept of restitutive punishment
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quite readily, while others made only a minimal change, suggesting
that a certain level of cognitive ability was necessary before
training would be effective. That training did faci'itate a
sudden advancement in the level of moral functioning appears to
be in opposition tc the idea of slowly maturing cognitive pro-
cesses. However, Piaget was describing the usualiy or natural
process of moral development when he used these terms. He
would likely agree that specific situations designed to force

a child to re-examine his moral position would speed up this
process. In fact, Piaget himself suggested this when he said
that being forced to make judgments created a "disquilibrium"
which caused a child to re-examine his beliefs. However, the
cognitive maturity necessary to understand the more advanced
principle and to successfully re-evaluate one's beliefs

appears to be existant with these preschool children, for
without this level of cognitive maturity training would nc*

be effective.

75




THE INFLUENCE OF ADULT
COMMANDS ON CHILDREN'S MORAL JUDGMENTS1

Piaget (1932) proposes that the young child unquestioningly
accepts and respects adult authority and assumes that adult beliefs
are correct. Pilaget presents the following example: Child were
told a story situation in which a lazy pupil was forbidden by
his teacher to receive any help in doing his hcnework from friends.
However, a friendly classmate violated the rule imposed by the
teacher and hélped the pupil. The children are questioned as
to whetber they thimk the friend was right or wrong for helping,
whether the lazy student would think he was right or wrong, what
the teacher would think and what the mothers of the two boys
would say. The majority of six-year-olds stated that the hélping
classmate was wrong to help the boy with his homework. However,
by age nine a larger proportion of children recognized that there
would be more than one perspective on moral values in the sit-
uation. Other researchers have further discussed chis dimension
of moral judgements (Lermer, 1937; MacRae, 1954). Younger
children are said to judge an act as either good or bad primarily
in terms of whether the act was in compliance with adult com-
mands or prescriptions. For Piaget the influence of adult auth-
ority is so central an influence that Piaget definds children's
moral reasoning as heteronomous, or being subject to another's
law. Deference to authority is the primary determiner of young
children's moral judgment during thi: stage of heteronomy. The
child is thought to be unasble to judge an act from a perspective
other than that of the adult. A social learning theory would
predict that a child is also simultaneously incorporating a
number of attitudes and values about right and wrong from his
social acculturation. Even at an early age a child would be
learning that certain acts are good or bad independent of adult
sanctions, as prescribed in his daily experience. However, this
position i$ also consistent with Piaget and other cognitive deve-
lopmental theorists who would also propose that a child assimil-
ates experience, particularly social experience resulting from
interaction with his family, then peers, and then witi: society
in general. Nevertheless, the emphasis in social learning theory
leads to the prediction that an act which was in violation of
cultural more and/or an act which had been socially defined
as wrong through the child's daily experience would be judged bad.

1Credit is extended %o Neal Draper who assisted at all phases
in this experiment. This experiment has been submitted for review.
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Conversely, an act would be judged good 1f it were defined by the
social cultural experience of the child as positive. The effect
of adult opinion would be less central if not minimized in more
democratic child rearing contexts typical of contemporary child
rearing practices. A test of Piaget's assertion, as opposed

to a social learning emphasis, would appear when a child is
asked to evaluate an act which is in compliance to adult
commands but which is an immature act according to gocietal
standards or the converse. Piaget's example of the lazy pupil
being helped in an example of the latter, i.e, positive act

that is contrary to an authorities command. This experiment
was designed to determine if children in the lower or heter-
onomous level or reasoning, according to a Piagetian analysis,
will judge an act in terms of criteria other than adult or
authority constraints.

A mature moral judgment in this study is defined as :the com-
pliance with a socially accepted tule or a higher value within
the culture, even when the act is in opposition with an adult
rule. For example, in Western society it is generally agreed that
human life, the welfare of other persons, helping others in need,
and the protection-ef property, is of greater importance then
compliance to a rule :that does not involve human life, human
welfare, others helping others, or protecting property, etc.
Furthermore, when strict obedience to such a command will result
in damage, injury, or neglect of another's welfare or property the
obedience is deemed immature.

Method

Subjects

The subjects were children enrolled at Brigham Young Univer-
sity Child Development Laboratory in four nursery schools during
the summer of 1970. Groups one and two consisted of three-year-
olds while the third and fourth groups were four-year-old-
children. A total of 54 subjects were tested with 38 of the
test scores usable for analysis. Fourteen test instruments, 26
percent, contained inddequate verbal information to be scorable.
Two subjects were later found to be below the age limit used for
the study. The subjects were predominantly caucasion, Mormon,
middle-class children living in the Provo, Utah area.

Instruments Used

Four categories of story situations were used as the measure-
ment instruments. The stories involved short episodes involving
an adult requestion and a child's subsequent beravior. A typical
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story outline would be:

The child is instructed to stay in the yard.
The child notices a baby wandering into the street.
The child takes the baby off the street to a gafe place.

The elements of socio-cultural maturity were solicited and judged
by several adult ratérs to select acts which received a consensus
of opinion. The combination of the adult requests and the child's
behavior included: immature obey, immature disobey, mature obey,
and mature disabey. The stories were divided into episodes re-
volving around the home and school, Thirty-two stories were
devised with gixteen in Form A and sixteen in Form B. There

were four stories in each category for each form.

In order to counterbalance the effect arising from unique
characteristics within specific stories the endings of all the
obedience stories were changed to disabedience and vige versa,
The same situations were therefore used in mature obey and imma-
ture disobey stories, and also for the immature obey and mature
disobey. Twenty-seven children were administered Form A
stories and twenty-seven Form B.

Two large drawing tablets, 9 x 12 inch, with simple figure
line illustrations were prepared for each story. Each story
was divided into two sequences, one 1llustrated a rule being
given to a child by an adult; the other depicting the child's
behavior. Thus, sixteen stories from either Form A or B with the
accompanying illustrations were presented for each subject.

Procedure

Two assistant saw the subjects in individual testing session
over a period of three days. Before starting the testing, the
assistant explained that he would be reading the subject a story
involving children his own age and about adults like his mother,
his father, and his nursery school teachers. The story situations
were deliberately designed around the children's lives with the
intent of facilitating clese identification between the subject
and cha  *er in its story. The assistant explained that che
stories . ‘e about chilidren and what they dia after they were
told to do something by one of the adults. Each subjsct was
instructed that after the assistant finished reading each
story two times.he would ask the subject two short questions about
the story. Before beginning the testing, five paper dolls were
presentdd, and the assistant told the subject what each of the
doll characters were. The dolls were the same type as the figure
line illustrations used in the stories. For example, the assist-
ant gaid, "This doll is the father, this doll is the mother." etc.
In each case the assistant asked the subject identify the char-
acters in one of the sotry illustrations to promote close ident-
ification of the characters on the part of the child. To help
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facilitate the child's understanding, the story illustrations
were placed in front of him and the assistant pointed to the
characters as the story was being read.

Every child tested was asked to drew a slip of paper, iden-
tifying a story, from a container and give 1t to the assistant.
This procedure was used to randomize that order of presentation.
This was done for all sixteen items. After the story was read
once, the assistant reminded fhe child to listen closely to the
story once again. After the second reading the assistant asked
each child probing questions about the stories. The following are
examples of the probing questions:

+ + « Carol left the yard and dashed into the street and
rescued the baby."

Was that good or was that bad?
Why was that good/bad?

The assistant inserted either good or bad wepending on how ther
child enswered the first question. If a child displayed difficulty
answering, the assistant then asked the following probing question:

"Why do you think Carol did what she diq?"

Each response of '"good" was recorded with a two; each tesponse
of "bad" was renorded with a one. The child's explanation of his
Judgment of the story characters behavior was recorded verbatim by
the assistant. The assistant did not ccmment on whether the subject
made a correct or incorrect choice in answering. The children paid
close attention and seemed to consider the stories intere:sting and
enjoyable,

After the testing period was concluded, the assistant escorted
the child back to his group and selected another for testing. Fol-
lowing the testing, two judges independently evaluated each res-
ponse of the subjects. The judges were unaware cf the hypotheses
of the study during the Jjudging process. A mature Judgment was
o ne in which the child could interpret the situation in terms of
the definition of maturity, and then make the mature choice 1ir--
respective of the adult's command. An immature Judgment was one
in which the child failed to interpret the situation in terms of
social and waturity. The first score (good or bad) will be refer-
red to as choice and the second as explanation.

Results

An analy:is of variance was uged to determine if there were
response differences between the story categories. The model for
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this analysis was Y = A(I) + B(1J) + C(K) + AC(IK) + BC(IJK) + E
wherein A represents age, B represents subjects, and ¢ represents
" stories.

A preliminary analysis was mn to determine the sffect of
form. Each story-type was analyzed separately in thig preliminary
analysis, and both choicesg and explanations were evaliated. Of
the eight comparisons, only two form differences wore significant;
choices for mature disobey and choices for mature obey. Because
of a lack of general significance and algo becarez form was
equally represented within each age, sex, and Story group the
effect of form was collapsed in the subsequent analyses. Another
preliminary analysis found that there was no main effect for sex.

Table lé4presents the analysis of variance summary for the
choice measure. The story effect was significant. The means are
presented in Table 15.

TABLE 14

Analysis of Variance Summary for Chejice Scores

——————— M“‘M“\_‘ -
— = _-\‘
T —— e
M“\M ————

Source df MS F
.__~_____~,_~_~_.___~__.______‘_~____.__~~.~~_“~____,_“_‘__-
Age (A) N 1.60 0.47
Subjects (B) 34 2.12 -
Story type (c) 3 21.72 21.38%

. AC 3 .72 .71
BC 102 1.01 -
Error 0 0.00 -
Total 143
___“u~.»_,.~_“.,_..~.,___,____._____ —————
p <. 001
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TABLE 15

MEANS SCORES FOR CHOICES AND EXPLAEN
ALTIONS FOR THREE AND FOUR YEAR OLD SUBJECTS

Cholces Explanations

Age 3 Age 4 Age 3 Age 4

Mature
Disobey

Immature
Obey

Immature
Disobey

Mature
Obey

Total

Inspection of the four meaus _show that the difference was caused

by the two immature stories X's = 4.77 and 4.58 as opposed to the

two mature gtories with means of 5.77 and 6.19. A higher score
indicates the story category received more ratings of good. Scores
could range from 4 - 8. The important finding is that obedience

did not produce higher ratings and discbedience did not produce lower
ratings at either the age three or four levels. Surprisingly, the
three-year-old did not score differently than the four-year-olds

on this measure. Analysis for the second measure, explanation,

is presented in Table 16. 1In this analysis only age was significant.
The means are presented in Table 15. The four-year-olds scored higher,
X=6.74 vs. X = 5,58, Inspection of the mean eplanation scores

for three and four-year-old children indicate chat older children
more frequently define situations in terms of soclal-cultural stand-
ards (mature) as opposed to compliance to adult commands than do
three-year-old children. There was no significant story difference,

76

51




TABLE 16

ANATYY IS O UNaTANTEOSEUUIARY FOR

L BEILOLANATTON MUASURE

v
Source df MS F

Age (4A) 1 47.84 4,.80*

Subjects (B) 34 9.96 - -

Story type (C) 3 0.78 0.50
AC 3 2.95 1.91
BC 102 1.54 -

Error 0 0.00 --

Total 143

*p <,05

Discussion

The age differences ana the lack of story differencc.s on the
explanation measure may gz2em tc contradict the findings for the
choice score, but it becomes understandable when one considers
that the explanations require verbal skills and that four-year-
old children are more likely to possess the l1equistite verbal
skills than the three-year-old children. The scoring method
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which gave a higher number score when an explanation focused on
the value of human life, the w~1fare of others and the concern for
property rather than obedience. It is concluded, in this case,
that a2ither the threz-year-olds could not identify the element or
they may not have been able to verbaiize the concept whereas the
four-year-olds had more sufficient verbal skills. As the three-
year-old children did just as well on choice score, these invest-
igators are more inclined to helieve that the difference is due

to the advanced verbal skills of the four-year-old children.

The main concern of thés experimen. was to investigate the
degree ot which obedience or disobedience in compliance to adult
rules will determine pre-kindergarten children ability to make
noral judgments, he data shows that prekindergarten children
are able to judge an act or situation as good even when it dis-
obeys an adult order. This finding suggests that children are
possibly not so adult oriented as Plaget proposes. Moral
judgment is said to develop from an immature heteronomy; the cog-
nitive limitations of the child causes him to view rules or
commands as being unchangable external forces rather than as some-
what arbitrary and subject to error. This is gaid to result
because of the child's respect for parental authority. The
rigidity in the child's thinking is further influenced by ego-
centrism or the focus only on one's own perspective. Accord-
ing to Piaget young children's choices of right znd wrong or
good and bad iilustrate their concept of the inflexibility cof
rules. To the child the rule is unchangable, regardless of
whether the requ?~ement or circumstances of thc situation to which
the rule was applied are changed. It is this investigator's
cenclusion that this is not the case. Instead, after viewing
this data, it is suggested that children do realize that it is
good €c dissbey a rule 1f the violation conforms to what culture
defines as being mature. On the other hand, children also
judge obedience to rules as bad when the obedience is inconsis-
tent with other social-cuitural ctandards of correctness.

The question is adved: Why do the children in this study
respond to the element »f maturity and not to obedience and com-
pliance to the -ule? As previously nroposed, one possible explan-
atic.. is that perhaps Piapet’s theory underastimates the social
and more demccratic basis of midcle-class American parent-child
interactions. Piage*'s conciusion are usually given as charac-
teristic for all children in aill situations. Cne should consider
that Piaget's studv involved lower-class children in Geneva,
switzerland earty this century. Cultural differences, part.
icularly across time, have changed enough to warrant questioning
the generalizabilitv of his findings.

Finding that feur-year-old children more fc2quently than
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three-year-oid children explained their choice in terms of the sit-
uation suggest that the older children are closer to tha time

when they begin moving toward the higher level of thought pro-
cesses as proposed by Piaget and Kohlberg (1964). Also, in a

study by Magowan and Lee (1970) on the type of stories ysed in
studies of moral development, it was found that the tvpe of stoty,
and the characteristics of the subjects, have great bearing upon
the research findings. Their study focused on four main variables:
Stories depicting familizr versus unfamiliar situations, mult-

iple choice versus open-ended story question, sex of the central
figures in the story, and ages and sex of the children partici-
pating in the sample. Important factors which may have hearing
upon the children's responses were ones such ag the linguistic
ability or verbal fluency of the child, and the projective stur-
cture of the situation (whether the child sees the storv characters
as himseif or others, his own ageé or younger or old). Magowan

and Lee concluded that children give more immature responses to
stories with unfamiliar ag opposed to familiar settings. Thkey found
no sex differences, They also suggested that as a child increases
in age he will give more matu.e moral judgnents. Their last
conclusion was interesting. They suvggested that ferced-choice
instruments should be used wherever possible, instead of the
traditional open-ended questions. This was because as the

child had tc +hink up responses. This finding, of Magowan and

Lee, also seems to be evident in the data »eported here if one
agrees that the choice score is multiple-choice and the explanation
score is openeended.

In summary, it is ccncluded that pre-school children are able
to ‘dentify and 1able positive act as good even when they do not
coniorm to state adult ryles. The surprising ability of children
t2 ignore adult commands is Interpreted to mean that all children
nmav not have the unilateral respect for authority that Piaget proposed.
Nevertheless, it is possible that the child's Judgment may have

soc*étal values and that his seemingly situational disregard for
the one adult in the story was due to his conformity to adults
in gereral. If the latter isg the case, ther the child ig able
to use more thar one perspective in making a moral Jjudgment, an
act which Piaget also states ig characteristic only of clder
children.




THE EFFECTS OF TRAINING ON RECIPROCITY JUDGMENTS
IN PREKINDERGARTEN CHILDRENl

Rescarch on moral development during the past 15 vears
has focused primarily .n cognitive aspects rather than affective.
This cognitive aspect is calied moral judgment or moral reason-
ing. Studies in moral judgment atte.;t to infer the wav the
child thinks rather than the way he might act in a given situat-
ion. The implicit assumptions of such studies are that moral
developrent is sequential and that cognitive development
(judgment) is antecedent to affective dev-elopment (action).
"The man who understards justice is more likely to practice it
(Kohlberg, 1970, pn. 115)."

Many moral issues face children in a free-enterprise society
such as sharing one's possessicns, telling the trath, resisting
the temptation tc tske things belonging to others, znd obeying
rules ofadult authorities (parents, teachers, policemen, clergy,
aad so on). Selman and Kohiberg (1970) claim that all such roral
issues have four basic moral elements in common: interrnality,
reiativity, and reciprocity, Using an analogy, the moral elements
(such as reciprocity and relativity) are seen as the steel
superstructure of a building, while the moral issues (such as teil-
ing the truth or sharing possessions) are seen as the brick,
doors, and windows. The building can be completed only wken
t“e superstructure isproperly developed. Intention is an element
of this superstructure dealing with movement from judging acts
in terms ol their physical consequences to :udging them in
termz of the motives of the doer. Interrnality is an element con-
cerned with judgment of the "goodness' or "badness™ of an act
independent of, rather than on the basis of, sanctions such as
verbal approval or ~tysical punishment. Relativity is moral jud-
gaent that moves f£rcu an absolutistic, rigid, single-perspective
view of an act fo f. >xibility based on consideration of other
points of view. Reciprocity. perhaps the keystone element in the
deveiopment of the moral su:-erstru. :ure, is based on movement
from cxact distributive and retributive equality or justice or
fairness (such as "an eye for a. 2ye and o tooth for a tooth")
to a concept of fairness and justice based on the other person's
needs and point view (such as the Golden Rule). Forgiveness
would be characteristic of mature reciprocity.

lered:t 1s extended to Linda Crovper .o assisted at all
phases in tnis experimeut. Manuscript has been subnitted for
~oview.,




Piaget (1932) views movement from one stage of moral judgment
to another as a slowly maturing result of the child’'s social inter-
action with his peers rather than direct teaching. He suggests
that cooperation--the "dignity of the individual and respect for
general opiniog”-- is a vital part of moral judgment learning.
Maier (1965) indicates that the transition is a result of increased
social contact combined with more accurate imitation of wodels

in the environment. Rerkowitz ('964) states that imitatjon and
modeling are the primary methods through which children gain

values and moral judgments.

Several studies have exami: .d the possibility of accelerating
mcvement from one stage of moral judgment to another. Some of
these student have dealt specifically with stages suggested bv
Piaget (e.g., Bandura & McDonald, 1963; Crowlev, 1968; Durkin,
1959z, 1959b, 196'; Larm, 1959). Others have examined stages
suggested by Konlberg (e.g., Turiel, 1966).

The moral element of reciprocity, or the concept of fairness
anrd jastice, has received 1little experimental attention in the
li.erature. Reciprocity is defined as a fairness and equality
o” interaction wherein the participants act upon the gasis of
the Golden Rule (Do unto otkers as you would have others do
unto you"). Selman and Xohlberg (1970) see tne child going
through stages in his anderstanding of reciprocity. The child
first has no conception cf equality, sharing, or taking turns.
Next, he shares in obtediance to instructions of an authority
figure. Thirdly, he perceives reciprocity on the basics of an
"eye for an eye."” Finally, he progresses tr the stige wnere he

i1s considerate of others as he would 1like them ro be corsiderate
of him.

Piaget (1932) s13gests that young -childre: ten to ignore
concepts of reciproc’ v and seek an authority figure in conflict
situations. Older children respond in ways that reflect the
acceptance of reciprocity. 1In a series of studies with children
divided among grades 2, 5, 8, and 11 and using the definition of
reciprocity as a return of identical behavior, Durkin (1959a, 1959
1961) found that reciprocity judgments clange with age but pot
as predicted by Piaget. She found that older and younger children
tend to seek justice through an authority figure, ratner than
the older children consictently turning to mature ressoning and
mature behavior. Children alsorhad a tendency to ) vor returning
aggressive acts rather than reascning out a conflict. The

aggression returned was to be no more severe thsn the aggression
received.
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In an experimental study of the effects of certain madeling
conditions on sharing behavior in fourth and fifth graders, Karris
{1970) found that chiidren who observed a model share with them
tended to share with the model. Those who observed a model
share with charity shared in turn with charity. The amount
shared, however, was ot reciprocal. Those children who
observed no sharing showed little or 10 evidence of sharing when
they had the opportunity. Though thls study investigates the
element of reciprocity in children, :it studies reciprocity
behavior rather than thinking. However, 1t supports the claim
that modeling effects rec!procity behavior.

The present investigation studied the effects of training
on reciprocity judgments in prekindergarten children. There is
little experimental research related to his important element
of moral judgment, particularly in prekindergarten children.
Prekind2rgarten children appear to be at an early stage of moral
judgment development, therefore making changes in judgment
relatively easy to detect. Studies indicating that changes in
moral judgment occurred after short training periods (Bandura &
McDonald, 1963; Crowley, 1968; Larm, 1969; Turiel, 1966) provided
the rationale for the hypothesis in this study that prekinder-
garten children trained to make mature responses to inpersgeronal
conflict situations woul’ ~ake more mature judgments in illustrateq
stay conflict situation. than those receiving no training,

Because the evidence indic:tes that modeling effects moral
Judguent responses im children (Bandura & McDenald, 1963; Harris,
1970}, and discussion and role playing tend to be more effective
in changing moral judgments t“an operant discrimination training
(Crcwley, 1968; Lan, 1969; Turiel, 1966), the present study pre-
dicted that prekindergarten children exposed to discussiorn and
role playing during tra‘ning would make more mature reciprocity
judgments on a stery posttest than those exposed to operant
disctimination truining.

Thoogh inconsistent, the moral judgment literature reveals
ZTew significant cex differences.. Therefore, this investigation

also hypothesized there would be no sex differences on reciprocity
judgmenss of prekindergarten children in a story posttest.

METHOD

Sample

The original sample coneisted of 60 children, 31 boys aznd 29
girls, rengirg in 2ge from 38 to 68 months. These children were
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enrolled in the Child Development Laboratories at Brigham Young
University during the second session of summer school, 1971. Thisg
was the teclal enrollwent in the four laboratory groups with the
excéption of two children who were non verbal children. The
subjects were from white, middle-class homes. The 60 children in
the sample were randomly assigned to three training groups By sex
and laboratory group. Twenty-onelﬁs did not complete the study
resulting in a firal sample of 43. The mean age for these children
who completed the study was 56.2 months. The mean age of the
children in group 1 (45.8 months) was considerable less than that
of the other three laboratory groups. The mean age of laboratory
group 4 (54.7 months) was nine months older than the mean of labor-
atory group 1. The mean ages of groups 2 and 3 were 62.4 and 61.7
respectively. Age, therefore, was used as a covariate in the
statistical snalysis of the data in this study.

Treatmenqg

The treatment consisted of three fifteen-minute training sess-
ions on three consecutive days for each of the experimental and
control groups and a fifteen-minute posttest for each individual
child four to six days following the last training session. Tour
trainets (two male and two female graduate students) were instr-
ucted in eath treatment and randomly assigned to *he experimental
or control groups so that each trairer conducted at least one
training session for each kind of treatment fr the studv. Each
training group received a different traine for each trainin«
session, thus randomizing the effect that any individual trainer had
o1 the children. The trainers were not informed of the study
hypctheses until the study was completed.

Treaument A consisted of a series of discussions wherein tthe
children acted out a conflict situation, discussed their feelings
abouti the situatioa, suggested possible solutions to the conflict,
and then re-enacted the situation using a mature response supplied
by the trainer to resolve t:- conflict. Each child in this treat-
ment had an opportunit: to act out a role and verbalize the mature
response of discussing the problem with the offeriding chkild to
resolve the conflict. A different conflict situation was used for
each of the three training sessions. The first was a child taking
a boox away from anotter child; the second, a child pushing anoth-r
chi’’ off the slide; and the third, a child verbally threatening
to take mway 2 ball from ano.her child.

Treatmeut B consisted of cperant discrimination training with-
out discussion. Two wood figures, looking vaguely like human
figures, were used during these training sessions. The figures
had the name of a boy and a girl during the first training sess-
leny the names of two boys during the se.ond training session,
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and the rames of two girls during the third training session., The
traincr explained during each training session that these children
sometimes had problems getting along togather. The trainer then
rresented to the children in each group in thi® treatment a con-
flict situation and a verbal model of a mature way to resolve the
conflict. 1In subsequent gonflict situations, each S was asked to
: indicate what he thought should be done to solve the problem. If
) he answered with a. solution that included trying to resolve the
problem with the other children without physical or verbal agress-
ion, he received a gold star by his name on a special chart. If
he suggested trying to enlist the aid of an adult to help solve
the problem, he received a silver star. If the child did not
give an answer related to either of these, the trainer went to the
next child, 4gnoring the inappropriate response.

Childrz2n in Treatment C, the control group, listened to a pop-
ular children's storv during the each of the three training sess-
ions. These stories had no relationship to the reciprocity
training in Treatment A and B. At the conclusion of each story
the trainer saked selectdd recall questions.

Posttest

The posttest consisted of ten illustrated conflict situations.
Five stories invelved a child being verbally or physically attacked
by another child and five stories involved a child having his
property taken away or destroyed.by another child. The stories
included conflict situations familiar to the average prekinder-
garten child. An example of physical attack would be: "Ann/Roger
is playing in the sand when another girl/boy dumps sand on Ann's
/Roger’'s head. What do you think Ann/Roger will do about it?
Why?" An example of the property destruction would be: “A girl/
boy teats the pictures out of Margaret's/Bobby;s story book. What
do you think Margaret/Bobby will do abont it? Why?"

Parents of prekindergarten children not in the study rated a
list of possible ways of solving the conflict situation in each of
the ten stories from the least mature to the most mature. An
item analysis was made of these parent ratings to determine the .
rating scale to be used on chiid responses in the story posttest. .
Subject responses to each story were coded according to the ¥
results of the p-rent rating scale, with 12 coded the most mature
response and 1 coded the least mature response.

buring the posttesting a female experimenter selected the child-
ren at random from their laboratory groups and brought them to the
experimental roou. This room is 10' by 15 1/2' with tvo one-way
mirrors. The examiner, an undergraduate student in Child Develop-
ment, was seated at a small table. She was introduced to the child
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by the experimenter. The child sat down at the table with the
examiner. The experimenter leit, indicating that she would
return when the child was through. An observer, also an
undergraduate student in Child Development, observed through the
one-way mirror and recorded the nonverbal responses of the child
during the fifteen-minute testing session. To avoid examiner
and observer bias, neither the examiners nor the observers were
informed of the hypotheses of the study.

Each child was presented the ten illustrated conflict git-
uations one by one in a random order by the examiner. After the
presentation of each situation, the ckild was asked what the
"wronged" child would do and why. Answers were recorded ver-
batim by the examiner on a response from. Female names were
used in each conflict situation when S was female; the names
of boys were used when S was male. At the end of the posttest
the child was thanked for his help andgiven a valloon.

Responses of the children .o the story posttest were rated
independently from least mature to most mature bv two female
graduate students in Child Development and Early childhood
Education using the 12-point coding scale. For instance, the
response ''He/she should wipe it off," to the storv about having
sand dumped on the child was coded 11, meaning that the child
ignored tne behavior of the offending child. A response calling
for help from a teacher in the conflict situation was coded 10,
indicating the child would ask an adult to intervene. These
graduate students were unaware of the hypotheses of the study
and the training sessions which preceded the posttesting. Inter-
rater reliability was computed using the following formula:

Percent of agreement = A
A+D

A = number of agreements
4
D = number of disagreements

Interrater reliability was .98.

Statistical Analysis

The Modified Abbreviated Doolittle (MAD) analysis of variance
and covariance for unequal celis and unequal numbers of observation

was performed by treatment, group, story, and sex to test the hypo-
theses of this study.

RESHLT
Table 17 is an analysis of variance summary by treatment,

group, and sex of the scores of the 43 children in the final sample
on story posttest.
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P 17
o N A S Vilvsis of Siges AN Prerroge
YorLare df Mean 3oy r
{1 b nts "2 132.8000 17.460+
roupe 3 8.2937 1.182
Group x Treatment € 50.2140 7.159%*
Sex i 7.5307 .692
Stories 4 13.2950 1.900
Treatmert x Sex 2 16.8730 2.436
Pronerty x Physical Stories 1 15.1200 1.130
Treatment x Property x Physical 2 2.4200 .318
Proparty x Physical x Sex 1 .7051 .065
Treatment x Stories 16 7.6040 1.084
Sex x Stories 8 10.8890 1.550
Error 357 7.0141
—_— i -

*Signiticant at . 005§

There was a significant treatment effect and also treatment
by group interaction. The mean srores are presented in Table
18 .
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Groups 1, 2, 3, and 4 performed relatively alike on the post-
test for the control groups, but groups 2 and 3 in Treatment B
scored more than Groups 1 and 4. Apparently Treatment B was
more effective for groups 1 and 4. Treatment B had a mean score
of 9.4, but Treatment A had a mean of 7.3, and the control treat-
ment a mean of 6.9, indicating that the main effect for treatment
was due to Treatment B.

The analysis of sex differences revealed no differences
between the sexes on the story posttest,

DISCUSSION

This study supported the hypotaesis that a short training
period related to appropriate behavior in child conflict situations
can increase the level of cognitive development inferred from
moral reasoning in prekindergarten children when responding
to illustrated story conflict situations. However, it did not
support the hypothesis that role playing and discussion training
would be more effective than operant discrimination training;
instead operant discriminatior training seemed to account for
the response differences in this study. This difference might
be expliained by a careful analysis of the task regrired of each
child oun the posttest and the relationships of the two types
of training to this postiest task.

The posttest task required the child to provide verbal
solution t» each of several conflict situations not previously
presented auring ‘training. The solution was a particular rule or
principle such as, "Try to resolve the difference with the
other child," or '"Walk away from or ignore the other child"
(stated in general adult terms). For instance, if a child gives
this solutior to the story conflict of one child having his
tricycle taken from him by another, "He'll tell Don he's angry
and to wait his turn," this is a specific example of the rule,
"try to resolve the difference with the other child." 1f he
says, "He'll walk away and get another trike." he is giving an
instance of the rule, "Walk away from or ignore the other child."
If rule using is the task to be performed, instruction (training)
should be designed to help the child use the appropriate rule
or rules with appropriate instances. The role playing and
discussion training (Treatment A) in this study allowed the child-
ren to role play one specific rule (that Judged ‘nost mature)
related to three specific sitvatione only. 1In contrast, the
operant discrimination training Treatment B) allowed the children
to respond to ¢1 different ste°y conflict situations using the
same rule. If the child is pP1.sented similar but not identical
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situations in a posttest, he is being required to transfer a
tule to a new but similar situation. It is reasonable to
expect children to make this transfer more effectively if
they have experienced more instances related to that task
during training. This might explain the difference between
the role-playing-discussion and the operant discrimination

training groups in this study.

An examination of the treatment means (Table ') in this
study revealed that none of the groups in the study responded
the posttest with gjudgments that could be classified as

Lighly mature in story conflict situatdons. On a scale of

¢ to 12, a mean of 12 would indicate highly mature responses.
Yet in this study, Treatment a (role playing and discussion)
had a mean of 7.3, Treatment B (operant discrimination) a
mesr: of 8.4, and Treatment C (the control group) a mean of

6.9 on the 0 - 12 scale. An examination of the individual
respotses of the children in the study revealed most responses
failing in the following three categories:

Category 2: Comments on "goodness'" or "badness" of the
act.

(This is a response irrelevant to the soluation of a
given conflict.)

Category 5: Revenges himself/herself against the other
child.

Category 11 (considered a mature response) : Walks away
from or ignores the other child.

Therefore, a mean score of 9.4 does not necessarily indicate that
the dhild (or the group as a whole) ususally responds with the rule
in Category 9 (asks an adult to puriish the other child.) It

could mean that he has a sprinkling of responses in both Category

5 and 11. It, therefore, becomes apparent that in future to
provide more information about the nature of specific responses to
stcry conflict situations.

In this study coding was done using response sheets on which
examiners and observers had written the exact verbal responses of
each child to the posttest stories. 1The investigators who heard
the children respond during testing agreed that hearing the child's
voice and reading the printed word can produce verv different per-
ceptions of the same thing. For instance, in a story about a
child being blocked by another while riding his tricycle, the S is
asked, "What will (the "wronged" child) do?" and replies, "He'll
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run over him.'" On the written response sheet such a response
would be clagsified in Category 5 (Revenges himself/herself
agailnst the other child.) However, the tone of voice used by
the child soundeu: very matter of fact and certainly rot filled
with revenge. The response to a story of a child being pushed
down a slide by another might be, '"Fall down and cut his head
open.” In this case the written response was coded 5, but the
sound of the child's voice leads one to wonder who S was talking
about -- the ctild being pushed or the child doing the pushing.
Fven the written response could lead to the same query. It
thus becomes clear that voice inflection may be an important
element in determining a child's level of judgment, and that
verbal responses from prekindergarten children are often very
difficult to interpret because the words of such young children
tend to be far richer (general) in mearning than those of
adults.

During the posttest each subject was asked not only what the
wronged child would do in each casa, but also the question =~ «y?"
Most replies to the why questions were, ''Because." Therefore, the
"Why'" answers could not be used in the analysis of data in this
study. Such a question is probably a cause-aad-effect concept
that is beyond the experience level of the children in this study.
If they do understand the concept thevy don't have the necessary °
language skill to appropristely express their understanding. This
problem of interpreting what the prekindergarten child means
when he verbalizes may be one reason why so few studies of roral
reasoning have been done with prekindergarten children. Perhaps
this is one reason why Selman and Xohlberg (1970) have suggested
a Stage 0 or a moral orientation during these earliest years of
life. Valid evaluation of a child's moral reasoning ability is
highly dependent on his verbal ability.

Gagne (1270) and Merrili’'(1971) have suggested a general
sequence of cumulative learning that holds promise for the study
of moral reasoning in young children. They, like Kohlberg and
Piaget, have postulated invariant sequences. However, they
have defined each stage and the conditions of eacl in chservable
terms making it possible for the resecccher mere clearly define
his dependent and independent variables. A refinement of
this sequence in the cognitive domain is suggested by Merrill
and Boutwell (1972).

Inasmuch as investigations of moral reasoning deal with the
cognitive domdir, it might be advisable for those interested in
such research to carefully examine the general sequences of cum-
ulative learning. Merrill and Boutwell (1972} suggest that all
cognitive behavior can be classified in four categories:
digcriminatéd recall, classification. rule using, and higher ruie
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using. Discriminated recall means the individual, when presented
with any given object, symbol, or even he has experienced “:fore
can provide the appropriate s:mtol for it ~r indicate the ass-
ociated object, symbol, or event. For example, the child
can point #o his dog and say, "Spot" (object-to-symbol) or pick
out the le_ters of the alphabet as they are named by his mo:uer
(symbol-ts-object). This is a memory process dealing with one-
to-one relationships. However, complex cognitive behavior,
consi-.ing of the next three caterories in the custulative learn-
ing sequence, is dependent on the child's ability to transfer
what he has learned tc new instances not experienced before.
Classification means the child can indicate the class member-
ship of something he has not previously encountered because
of common attributes related to past experience. For example,
a child looks at a dog he has never seen before and says, 'Deg,"
because the dog has characteristics similar to other dogs he
has seen before. After hearing a palr of incidents he has never
heard before about children, he is asked to picked out the in-
cident "about the child who was “naughty" or the child who did the
"right" thing. If he has had adequate past experience with incidents
related to the concepts "naughty" and "good" the child can transfer
his learning to a new instances." Rule using occurs when the
d1ild can demonstrate he understands tne relationship between two
Or mose concepts when presented a situation not encountered before.
In this study children were presented, illustrated stories during
the posttesting showing conflict situations between children.
These stories had mot been encountered in previous training. If
children could transfer from their previous trainiag or past
experience the general rule, "Try to resolve the difference with
the other child," to these new situations they were demonstrating
the desired rule-using behavior. But rule using is not possible
until the child can first demonstrate understanding of the con-
cepts that comprise the rule. With appropriate rule-using behavior
the child-can then move to higher rule using where two or more
rules are used to solve a previously unencountered problem. For
example, if a child has demonstrated ability to use alternative
rules in a conflict situation, he right come up with a strategy
that says. "First, try to resolve the difference with the otler
child. If this coesn't work, then ask an adult to intervene.v
O0f couree, children would not say the rules in.these words, but
their cognitive behavior would indicate whether or not they were
operating dn terms of this seqiience for leazning conservation
tasks, though he labels the categories differently.

3

If moral reasoning is a function of this four-seep sequence
of cumulative learning, it becomes important to identify the task
we wish the child to perform. This task can be classified as one
of the four cognitive catepories. Once the desired task is
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identified and classfféed, instructional a-tivities can be
planned to help the child achieve the task. These activities
become the independent variables and the child's responses to
the task become the dependent variables. Each task category
probably requires a different set of instructional activities.
That is, learning activities to help children develop class-
ificaticn behaviors.probably should be different from those
to teach rule using behavior. Vance (1972) uses this

idea in the preparation of leerning activities for prekinder-~
garten childrne.

At the present time investigations of moral reasoning
in children are difficult to compare because of a lack of
cohesive theory to pull it all together. The "stage' theories
may be useful descriptions of cognitive processes, but they
are not yet stated in terms specific enough for two prcvide
comparable results. Stage theories need to be stated in
terms cf’ specific observatle #ndependent and dependeat variables.
Then experimental research with children of different ages, sex,
and socioceconomic and ethnig backgrounds can begin to build a

tested theory of the development of moral judgment or
reasoning.
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PARENTAL ATTITUDES AS PREDICTORS
OF CHILDREN'S MORAL JUDGMENTSl

In recent years, there has been an interest in mural reason-
ing and development in children. Most of the research in this

area has been stimulated by Jean Piaget and his book, The Moral
Judgment of the Child (1932). Kohlberg (1964), for tne mos: part,
found evidence supporting Piaget's major contentionc. They both
agree that moral reasoning is developed over time and is age
specific. Because the level of moral judgment in a child corres-
poads with his particular age, Piaget and Kohlberg both indicate
that more mature moral ‘udgments cennot be made without accomp-
anying natural changes of thought organization or thought rocesses.

The findings of both Caruso (1943) in Europe ard of Lerner
(1937) in the United States have been cited as evidence in support
of the universality of Piaget's develppmental sequence of moral
reasoning. Both Strauss (1354) and Urgel-Semin (1952) found
evidence suppurting Piaget's findings that a change of content and
definition accompanied a child's judgments as he advanced from
stage to stage.

tlowever, the theory of sequential development has been quest—~
joned. One of the first studies to consider environmental influences
was that done by Harrower (1934). He found that children from the
poorer classes possessed a marked similarity in their moral judgments.
But Harrower also found distinct differences among children in the
same age category but who weee from the middle classes. More recently,
the st: lies by Bandura and McDonald (1963) have shown the influence
of social reinforcement and modeling by adults and the influence it
2«s in modifying children's moral judgments. Bandura and McDonald
(1963), Turiel (1966), and Crowley (1968), to list a few, have each
provided evidence which indicates the importance of the role that
environmental and social learning factors play in the development of
moral reasoning ability.

With this emphasis on environmental and social influences, one
might be led to inquire about the role parents play or the effect
they have on the cognitive development o7 their children's moral
judgments. Freud (1930) certainly builds a strong case for the role
parents play, both directly and indirectly, in developing a sense of
"morality” or conscience within their children. It would seem,
however, that thie sense of morality would vary according to the
different attitudes toward-ghild rearing that each set of parents

lcredit is extended to Dave Skoog who participate at all phases
in this experiment,
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might possess. To the extent that behavior is reflected in att-
itudes, one might then be able to demonstrate a considerable
intluence between parental aititudes toward child rearing and the
effect they have on the moral reasoning of children.

The prevailing trend o. research {s moving away from the study
of cognitive processes and emphasis is .eing placed on the envir-
onmental, behavioral, and social factors. Since most of the research
is beginning to consider the importance of environmental and social
factors, one might be led to inquire as to the role parents play in
shaping children's moral judgments. More specifically one might ask,
what role do parental attitudes play. It is an area of study that
has been largely neglected. Considering this fact, it was the pur-
pose of this investigation to focus on parental attitudes and attempt
to determine the relationskip they have with children's moral
judgments,

The literature is relatively void of research in this area.
MacRae (1954) initiated a study examining the effects of different
tvpes of parental authoritv on children's moral judgments. MacRae used
four of Piaget’s indices of moral judgment and found no significant
association with his measures of parental authotrity. However, a
“violation of norms" index of moral judgment showed significant
correlations at the 5 per cent level with the "extent of discipline"
index (r = ~.13) and the "internalization" index (r * -.16).

A review of the literature indicates one study that has been dir-
ectly concerned with parental attitudes and children's moral judgments
(Johnson, 1962). Ev2n in this study, parental attitudes took a back
seat to Johnson's primary purpose whigch was to examine the relation-
ship within and between Piaget's five areas of moral judgment. However,
correlations were obtained betweea parental attitudes for two of the
five dimensions--immanent justice and communicable responsibility.

But as the same tire, Johnson concluded that none 6f these variables
were closely or consistently related to moral judgment or that they
were able to account for the major portion of variance. No correlations
were founc between parental attitudes and the other three dimensions

of moral judgment which included moral realism,-efficacy of severe
punishment, and retribution versus restitution.

Possibly a couple of evaluative comments on Johnson's investigat-
ion would be in order. First of all, Johnson used an older age group
than Piaget's concepts and dimensions of moral judgments were designed
for. He utilized children in grades five through eleven where ages
range from ten through sixteen. Piaget's dimensions and concepts were
intended for those children betwe.n the ages of six and twelve, since
it was at approximately twelve years of age, or even less, that the
developmental changes in moral judgments occur. In this case, it would
be necessary to develop entirely differe:it conceptual dimensions by
which to measure moral judgment. Perhaps more significant correlations
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could be found if subjects' ages more closely correspondéd to that
age for which Piaget's concepts and dimensions were designed.

Additionally, one further criticism of Johnson's study could be
made concerning the device he used to measure parental attitudes.
Pumroy (1966) has po.nted out one difficulty with the Schcben scale,
which Johnson used, and that is that the response set of subjects is
not controlled. Additionally, one can observe from the three scales
employed on the Schoben test which measures degree of ignoringness,
possessiveness, and dominativeness, that the test is somewhat one-
sided in what it attempts to measure. It is apparent that all three
of the scales deal only with negative dimensions of the parents.

In summary, other than Johnsdn's investigation, the literature
is void of any research that specifically deals with inquirdes into
the area of parental attitudes as they relate to the maturity of moral
r judgments in the child. It has already been mentioned that Johnson's
finaings were not that conclusive and the shortcemings of his study
were pointed out. It is apparent that research in the area of
parencal attitudes is definitely needed since so much of the
research in the area of moral judgments has neglected this important
variable.

Centering attention on the area of parental practices and
attitudes, it becomes readily apparent that numerous variables
enter into the situation. Hoffman {1964) oointes out that factor
analysis can help account for multisle variables by determining a
minimum number of orthogonal dimensions which can account for
empirical correlations among the variables. 7T- examining the
consequences of parental discipline, Hot fman fu-uses on two main
dimensions: love-orie.ted versus power-assertive techniques and
restrictive versus permissive approaches to discipiine. Lover-
orieuted techniques involve both positive and negative methods.
Positive methods would include the use of praise and reasoning,
for example. Negative methods are those which threaten the love
relationship, such as love withdrawal and showing disappointment.
Power-assertive techniques include physical punishment, yelling,
shouting, forceful commands, and verbal threats. Restrictive
versus permissive approaches to discipline remain mostly gelf-
explanatory.

In summarizing the findings, Hoffman concludes that approaches
to discipline which utilize love-oriented methods are more likely
corretated with internalized reactions to transgression (feelings
of guilt, self-responsibility, confessions) ard with non-agressive
or cooperative social reltaions. Power-asserting techniques tend
to correlate with externalized reactions to transgression (fear of
punishment, projected hostility) and with non-cooperative aggressive
behavior. In examining restrictiveness versus permissiveness, it
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was found that restrictiveness usually led to well socialized behavior,
but in addition it also developed dependency, fearfulness, submissive-
ness, a dulling of intellectual striving and exhibited hostility.
Permissiveness was found to be associated with agressive and assertive
behaviors, intellectual striving, and outgoing social bhehaviors.

One could assume that Hoffman's findings could also have implica-
tions for moral judgment. TFor Instance » Since permissiveness fosters
intellectual striving, perhaps this type of behavior or attitude might
also foster mature moral judgments. Likewise, since restrictiveness
was found to develop dependency and a general aulling of intellectual
striving, then one might conclude that it would effect immatire moral
judgments. In a like manner of reasoning, because love-oriented
techniques are associated with non-agressive and cooperative social
relations one could expect this type of parental behavior to be
superior to power-assertive techniques in stimulating mature moral
judgments.

Althouhg it would be difficult to individualiy obtain a
behavioral measure of parental child-rearing practices for this
study, it was possible and more feasible to measure parental
attitudes. Accordingly, the Maryland Parental Attitude Survey
(M.P.A.S.) was used. The M.P.A.S. controls for social desirability
and 1s deemed a bétter measuring device than the Shoben Scale which
Johnson used in his study. The present instrumert is broken down
into four scales: disciplinarian, indulgent, protective and rejecting,
Pumrey (1966) has found that the reliability of the four scales varies
from .622 to .843 on split-half and testerest meamsurements. Although
the validity of such an instrument is difficult to measure, the face
vaildity is attested to by the nature in which each item was originally
selected. (The entire pool of items was given to a group of nine
psychologtsts with instructions to categorize each item aecording to
the type of parent the item represented. If six of the nine psycholog-
ists agreed as to which category the item belonged, it was retained;
if not, the item was rejected.)

The second probiem was obtaining measures of children's moral
judgments. This investigation relied on the results from four related
but independent experiments for data in this area. The basic problem
for each of these separate experiments was to identify children who
make immature moral judgments and attempt through a training program to
teach these children to make more mature moral judgments. The concern
of this investigation was to utilize the moral judgment scores of
those subjects who were identified in these four experiments as exhibit-
ing either mature moral judgements or immature moral judgments. Resp-
onses of the children were then examined in relation to the attitudes
of their parents iu hopes of finding some type o>f consistent relation-~
ship.

In order for the reader to obtain a clearer understanding of these
experiments, and how they measured moral judgment, a short explanation
will follow.
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Two measures centered 2vound one of Kohlberg's developmen:al
dimensions are identi“‘ed a< Ffollows:

1. Use of punishment as restitution and reform. Young children
advocate severae runishment ‘or wrong-doing, while older children favor
milder forms to be used in reformir 3 the individual.

2. Immanent ‘ustice. Young children view acciden<s happening af-

ter a wrony foing 2s the will of God or as being "immanent Justice."”
Older children do net confusce natural misfortunes with punishment.

Each of the above areas was utilized separately as the dimensions
around which an attempt was made to train children who had been iden-
tified as immature in their moral judgments to make more mature moral
Judgments. Those children who made immature moral judgements were
identified in a pre-rest tn each of these experiments,

3. Independence of sanctions. Young children tend to view an
act as bad if it is punished, where older children are able to judge
the act apart from the punishment or rewards adm'nistered.

4. Kohlberg's moral judgment. This dimension includes a combin-
ation of moral issuesn 1ocludfng honesty, reasons for rules and obed-
ience to rules.

Each of the abecve areas was also utilized as the dimension areund
which child wag Identified according to the relative maturity of{ his
responses. The experiments used basically the same methodology and
procedures,

The method and vprocedure of the fourth experiment differed
slightly €rom the others. First af all, the dimension of moral
Judgment ‘ested was of the type Xohlberg used in previous gtudies and
included a combination of moral issues including honesty, reasons for
rules and obedience to rules. This dimencion will be referred to as
Kohlberz's Moral Judgmet- dimension for purposes of the present
investigation and will henceforth be abbreviated (K.M.J.) The
stories used had been conceived by Kohlberg for use ir this particular
study. In addftion, they were also scored by Kohlberg. Since this
experiment was conducted at approximately the same time as the present
investigation, only the pretest scores are useq.

The scores collected from the above experiments were then to be
correlated with data obtained frem administration of the M.P.A.S.
to the parents of the subjects. Drawing on Hoffman's (1964) study
on parental discipline, it seemed possible to relate his findings in
a general wasy to the dimensions of parental attitudes as measured
by the M.P.A.S. Since Hoffman (1964) found that premissivemess
usually led to outgoing soclal behavior (dmplying a sense of social
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awareness) and inteljectunl striving, and inesmuch as this could be e
related to the Tndulgent sca'e of the M.P.A.S., then it was predicted
that those who scored high on the Indulgent scale would have children
who exhibit A higher degree of maturity in moral judgments, Likewise,
children vhose parents scored high on the Disciplinarian scale, since
Pumroy (1966) found a negat‘ve relationship between the Indulgent

and Dieciplinarian scale, would “e predicted to exhibit a lesser
degree of maturity in moral judgments. Considering the Protective

and Rejecting scales of the M.P.A.S., which are also negatively
correlated with cach othev, it was possible to make further
predictions. In &s much as characteristics which make up the Pro- .
tective scale are analagous to Hoffman's (1964) "love-oriented X
techniques" of discipline, it was predicted that pareiits who score

high in this categrry wo1ld have children exhibiting a higher degree

of moral judgment. This wrediction follawed from the fact that since

love-oriented techniques are correlated with cooperative social A
relations in children, and In that this could be sald to diminish the

amount of egocentricity in a child,which Piaget (1932} contends is

an tmportant variable in moral judgments, then it would tend to

foster maturity in moral judgments. Finally, it was predicted thst

parents who score high on the Rejecting scale would also have children

who score low on maturity of moral judgments. In addition, it was

predicted that by relying on the above reasoning, i.e., choosing

children vhose parents scored highest on the Indulgent and Protective

scales, one could aleo make predictions as to which children in the .
immature groupr would gain the most from the tratning procedures in

each experiment that was designed tn teach mature moral judgments.

u‘O‘

After having already initiated the investigation into the
relationship between parantal attitudes and children's moral judgments,
a fortuitous discovery present:d itself., It was learned that all of
the subjects in the prescnt study had been rated on child behavior by b
their teachers. The behavior racings and scales as developed by
Rollins (1971) included four categories: (1) Friendliness; (2) Con-
formity; (3) Independence; and (4) Agression.

Although it was decided not to make child behawikor a primary
concern of this study, it seemed like an opportune occasion to include
these ratings and at the same time attempt to ascertain the relation- R
ship between child behavior and moral judgment.

A brief review of the literature reveils that this area of concern
has also promoted little research. Hoffman (1971) summarizes the-
relevant studies and concludes that none have established a relation-
ship between moral judgments and child behavior. On this basis, and
since child béhavior was only a corollary concern, no hypothcsls or
predictors were made.
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METHOD AND PROCENURES

Subjects

The subjects were four and tive year old children attending the
Brigham Young Humen Development Laboratory (N = 91), 1In addition,
each of the childret's parents served as subjects in this invest-

igation (N = 182). Subjects were white, predominantly Mormon, and
middle-class,

Materiadls

The Maryland Pavr:tal Attitude Survey (M.P.A.S.).
parental attitudes were obtained by having each parent complete the
M.P.A.S. This instrument measures parental attitudes toward child
rearing. Included are one hundred pairs of statements.

Scores on

An example of a question from the M.P.A.S. follows:

A. Parents should watch their children all the time to keep
them from getting hurt.

B. Children who always obey grow up to be the best adults.

The parent was requectel to choose the one statement (A or B)
which least represented his attjtude. Responses when scored fell into
four categories: (1) Pisciplinarian; (2) Indulgent; (3} Protective;
and (4) Rejecting. Four scores each corresponding to the four resp-
ective categories were obtained for each parent,

EAch ftem of the M.P.A.S. ig paired with another item which repre-
sentsg a different type of parent. Social desirability is controlled
for and was built into the questionnaire when originally constructed.
This was accomplished by pairing items which had the same number of
responses falling into each category (Pumroy, 1966).

Pumroy reports that the reliability of the test for the four
scales'varies from .622 to .843 (1966, p. 77). The face validity
was substantiated by haviag a group of nine psychologists choose the
original items for the wuestionnaire. If six of the nine agreed on

the category of each item, the item was retained, otherwise it was
disgarded.

Moral Judgment Scores. Scores on punighment were obtained for
25 subjects in the punishment investigation. Scores on immanent Just-
ice were obtained for 26 subjects from immanent justice investigation.
Both the punishment and immanent Justice scores included those from
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a pre-, post-, and second 'post-test. In each experiment, pre-test
saores were obtained from responses to stories modeled after those
Piaget used. Pcsttest scores were derived from an alternate set of
stories as were those for the second posttest. 1In addition, for
the immanent justice investigation, both related and unrelated
scores were obtained for immanent justice and naturalistic response.
These scores coincided with the related and unrelated conseguences
attached tec each story.

5cores on:iindependence of sanctions were obtained for 25 subjects
from the indevendence of sanctions experiment, The scores ware obtained
from responses to a set o° ten stories which were again modeled after
those of Plaget. An alternate set of stories was used for the post-
test.

Pretest scores on Kohlberg's Moral Judgment dimension were obtained
for 40 subjects. These acores were derived differently than in the other
three experiments. Kohlberg personally rated the responses to a set of
four stories for each subject as being either mature, in whice case a
score of 1 was assigned, or as being immature, in which case a score
of 0 was assigned. The stories were developed by Kohlberg.

Reliability for all of the above scores for the most part has not
been established. Inter-rater reliability was obtained for the punish-
ment, immanent justice, and independence of sanction scores by having
responses judged by two ratcrs. If the two raters did not agree on the
classification of a response, as to whether it was mature or immature,
the final decision was left to a third rater.

Child Behavior. Scores were obtained from teachers' ratings on
chila behavior for all subjects.

Child behavior rating scales as devised by Rollins (1971) were
used. Twenty-cne items, including ven traits selected from the
Caiifornia Inventory of Child Behavior and eleven traits selected from
the Fels Child Behavior Rating Scailes, made up the entire scale. The
21 items were seclected by Rollins to conform to Schaefer's four types
of social response (196!, p. 140).

After ratings had been made on all subjects, factor analysis was
performed resulting iw the emergence of four factors which accounted for
68 per cent of the variance for the initial 21 items. The four factors
were designated as follows: (1) Té¢ilendliness; (2) Conformity;

(3) 1Independence; and (4) Agression. A factur loading of .50 was
used as the criterion for inclusicn of an item on a factor. All 21
items were included in one of the factors.

The value cf one was assigned to each item. Factor scores were
obtained by summing the responses on the items included infthe factor
at criterion level.
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the reliability of this instrument has not been demonstrated. Neither
has any inter-rater reliability been established.

Procefure

As part of . the normal intake procedure at Brigham Young Human Deve-
lopment Laboratory, the H.P.A.S. was administered to both parents of
all children. Four related but independent experiments provided pun-
ishment, immanent justice, independence of sanctioas, and K.M.J. scores
for each zhild. Child behavior ratings were obtained from the subjects'
teachers at the Brigham Young Human Development Laboratory.

Iu summary, the following scores were collected:
A. Moral judgment scores of the children.
1. The pretest scores of subjects ia the punishment,
imaanent justice, K.M.J., and independence cf

sanctions experiments.

2. The posttest sccres for the subjects in:the punishment,

independence of ganctions, and immanent justice experiments.

3. The second posttest scores for subjects in the punishment
and immanent justice experiments.

B. Child behavior ratings.

C. M.P.A.S. Scores of the parents.
1. Fathers' scores
2. Mothers' scores.

A final comment is in order concerning the question of the repre-
sentativeness of a predominantly Mormon sample. Regarding this, it is
suggested that parental types and attitudes are basically univeraal
in our culture. Where they are not, one could still apply the results

of this study to the general population in that it may identify cert-
ain variables which do affect moral judguents.
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RESULTS

Correlations were computed between M.P.A.S. scer's and children’s
moral judgment scores for immanent justice and naturalistic response,
punishment, and independence »f sunction scores. Table 19 gives a
breakdown o the total number of correlations computed for each dimen-
gsion of moral judgment plus the number €o6und significant. No signific-
ant correiations were found for punishment scores; in fact, none even
came clese to approaching the .05 level of significance. Out of six-~
teen correlations computed for the independence of sanction scores,
only two were found significant. Mother-indulgent was correlated with
the pretest scorey and mother~disciplinarian was correlated with the
computed dif ference score between the pretest and posttest situation
(r = .43, p. <.05 for both). A li{st of correlations for punishment
and independence of sancticn scores are given in the Appendix. For
immanent justice and naturalistic response gcores, only eleven of the
160 correlations computed were found sigmificant.

Table 19

Number of Correlations Computed Between Moral Judgment
Scores and M.P.A.S. for Each Bxperiment

Number Number
of Correl. of Correl.
Scores Compuzeod Significant*
Immanent Justice and
Naturalistic Response 160 11
Punishment 40 0
Independence of Sanction 24 2
Total 224 13
*p. .05
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Correlations between the original immanent justice and natural-
istic response scores and M.P.A.S. scores are reported in Tatle .
It is apparent that the most frequently correlated item of the M.P.A.S.
with moral judgment was the mother-rejecting dimension. Oat of a
total of eight significant correlations, geven of these are assocdated
with mother-reiecting. It is further noted that correlations with the
immanent justice scores are positively correlated with mother-rejecting,
and that correlations with the aaturalistic scores are negatively
correlated with mother-rejecting. Additionally, all of the correl-
ations that are signifieant in Table 20 are associated s7ith the mother.

Correlutions with the computed difference scores of the immanent
Justice data are included in the Appendix. There were three significant
correlations with these difference scores. It is concluded that these
could have occurred by chance alone.

Neither the punisiment scores, which yielded no significant corre-
lations, norcthe #ndependence of sanction sceres, which povovided only
two significant correlations, supports the belief that there is a
relationship between parental attitudes and children's moral reasoning
ability. Considering the total number of eorrelations computed, one
should also be cautioned about drawing conclusions regarding the signi-
ficant relationship between immament justice and parental atti€udes.
However, with these limitations in mind and at the same time rejecting
any claim of conclusive findings, the data so far might tend to suggest
the following: (1) mothers play a significant role in development of
their children's moral judgments; (2) rejecting mothers have
children who score high on immanent justice responses and who conse-
quent}ly also score low on maturalistic responses.

In considering the relationship between K.M.J. scores and parental
attitudes, eijht 2 x 2 analysis of variance were run. Factor A
represented the morza! gudgment score of 1 or 0, and factor B represented
the child's sex. The results indicate no significant main eifects or
interaction with any of the eight separate categories of the M.P.A.S.
The analysis of variance with parental attitudes can be found in the
Append ix.

In addition to the correlations, a multiple-regression analysis
was also computed for each of the other moral judgment dimensions with
M.P.A.S. variables as predictors. No significant regression equations «
could be foudd fpr the five punishment scores. The independence of
sanctions scores yielded mother-indulgent as the best séngle predictor
and aleo as the only significant regression equation (R® = .18, p. .05).

The immanent justice and naturalistic response scores yielded a
series of significant regression equations that seem to be supportive of
the earlier relationship established by correlations. Table 211lists
those multiple predictors for each moral:‘judgment score which were

103




0°'= QoI dsx

Burqoofea-aoyaad
guijoojoad-aaysed
Juadinpul-aayiud
ugtavurgdrosip-aaysed
gut3oolox-a9yion
gugioajoad-aayson
quadTNnpPuUT~-I3Yy30RN
upTarur1dTosTp-a9y., Ol

"

fyad
L10¥dd
TNANIJ
OS1d4d

i
LOYdR
TNAN TN
OSIAX

-CEE:

22500 C = #¢G T =

0¢" -~

INCHR
LOddd
TNANIA
WEPLeR!
L3N
LOY
TAAN TR
oSIaw

0 9rqel

$0109S *S'V*Jd'W U3aTs sosuodsay OTISTTRANIEBN
puc 9914sn{ judouvumw] I0F SUOTIELTBII0) FO BIqrL AIpWwNg

v

/07

104

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

[€)

L



pejeroaun ‘3se3-3sod pug = TIA pearTaaun
pazuIox ‘3s93-380d pPUZ = TIA peaviax
pajeiaxun ‘3sa3-3s80d = QTA peagraaun
poaeiex ‘3s893-380d =  6A poaviaa
po@jeroaun ‘3s03-2ad = 8A po@3eyaaun
peavioax ‘3s03-9xd = [A peavlax
ZTA-/A :OTastIzanieN 9A-TA

(ponutjuod) 0C o1qel

‘3s®@3-3s0d puyg
“3s93-380d P ¢

‘3s93~3s0d
‘3s93-3s0(d

¢9s93-2ad
f9s93~9ad
190FasSne

JusurwL]

94
GA

2
EA

CA
1A

10%

//0

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

|k




Table 21

Summary of Multiple-Regression for Immanent Justice and
Naturalistic Response on M.P.A.”. Variables

Dependent Probability Prop. Var. =
Variable Predictor Level R-squared
Y1 MREJ .02 .18
Y2 MPROT .00 .34
MREJ .00
Y3 NS
Y4 MPROT .05 .29
MREJ .00
Y5 MREJ .00 .33
Y6 MDISC .11 .39
Y7 NS
Y8 NS
Y9 NS
Y10 MPROT ) .03 .25
MREJ .01
Y1l MPROT .12 .34
MREJ .00
Y12 MREJ _ .00
) MDISC .09 .36
MINDUL 24
MREJ = Mother-rejecting
MPROT = Mother-protecting
MDISC = Mother-disciplinarian
MINDUL = Mother-indulgence
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Table 22

Summ:iry of Multiple-Regression of Computed Difference
Scorcs for Immanent Justice and Naturalistic
Response on M.P.A.S. Variables

Dependent Probability Prop. Var. =
Varieble Predictor Level R-squared
Y13 NS
Y14 NS
Y15 NS
Y16 MDISC .05
FINDUL .166 .35
MPROT .01
Y17 FPROT .02
MINDUL .19 .32
FINDUL .02
Y18 NS
Y19 NS
Y20 FINDUL .03 .25
MPROT .11
MDISC = Mother-disciplinearizn
FINDUL = Father-indulgence
MPROT = Mother-protecting
FPROT = Father-protecting
MINDUL = Mother-indulgence
Immanent Justice: Naturalistic Response:
Y13 = Y1-Y¥3 Y17 = Y7-Y9
Y14 = Y1-Y5 Y18 = Y7-Y11
Y15 = Y2-Y4 Y19 = Y8-Y10
Y16 = Y2-Y6 Y20 = Y8-Y12
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found significant at the .05 level. Since each regression problew
had the potential of generating a number of variables as predictors,
it was deemed necessary to limit the number of predictor variables
presented in Table to those accounting for the most variance with
the least number of variables. In terws of meaningfulness and
parismony this was accomplished by including only those varibles
waich accounted for an additional 5 percent of the variance.

The data in Table 22 reveals that each equation centained
mother~rejecting. It is also noted that mother-rejecting has
the most significant probability ian each equation. This fact,
plus the predominance of the mother in these equations, would tend
to support the earlier suppositions made concerning the suggested
influence of the mother on moral judgments. The most frequent
variables occurring together are mother-rejecting and mother-
protecting. This fact may at first appear somewhat i{ncongruent,
Howcver, in the Appendix there is a list of intercorrelations
between the M.P.A.S. variables and provides an explanation. A
look at this table shows that mother-rejecting is negatively
correiated with mother-protecting (r = -.59, p. £ .0l). As such,
the equation is merely reflecting the fact that a high score on
one variable implies a low score on the other. Thus, in such
a relationship a high score on mother-rejecting and a low score
on mother-pi tecting predict a high score on immanent justice.

Of the eight computed difference scores on immanent jus-
tice and naturalistic responses (Y13 - Y20), three regression
equations were significant. Table 1lists the predictor wariables
for the difference scores. The fact that only three regression
equations were significant, plus the fact that there was a relat-
ive lack of correlation for the computed difference scores,
mhkes meaningful interpretation of these predictors difficult.
For the first time however, one may note that the father comes
into focus as well as the mcther. Both indulgent and protecting
categories of the H.P.A.S. are the most frequently occuring
predictor variables and are seen in association with both parents,
Essentially then, this is suggesting that fathers and mothers
wvho scored high on the indulgent and protecting scales have
children who are most able to benefit from training that is
intended to teach a child to make more mature moral judgments.

As this investigatior progressed, it became possible to
obtain child behavior scores based on teachers' ratings of the
subjects in this study. The child behavior ratings fell into
four categories; agreesion, independence, friendliness, and
conformity. Statistical analysis was performed on these scores
to determine the relationship between chili behavior and moral
judgment. Correlavions were computed between child behavior
scores and moral judgment scores from the immanent justice and
naturalistic response, the punishment, and also the independence
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of sarction dimensions. Analy=is of variance was again computed
for the K.M.J. gcores, utiiizing a 2 x 2 desgin but substituting
child behavior scores for H.Y.a.S. scores.

The results, which are in the Appendix, indicated that
the punishmen*. and #ndependence of sanction scores were relat-
ively void of significant correlation with child behavior scores.
Out of a peesible total of forty-eight correlations, immanent
justice yiélded one significant correlation with friendliness
and two with aggression. There were no significant correlatinrs
for naturalistic response. Analysis of variance of K.M.J. scores
provided a main effect for sex of the child with aggression,
and an interaction of sex and moral judgment with friendliness.
With the exception of the K.X4.J. scores, the relationship
beiween moral judgment and child behavior fcllowed the same
trend as did moral jdugment with p~-ental attitudes, i.e., the
most significant relationship was with the immanent justice and
naturalistic response data with no meaningful relationship with
the punishment and independence of sanction scores. Additionally,
those correlations that were significant were mostly low. They
accounted for a very small proportion of the variance, and est-
ablished no consistent trend.

Once again then, results here were lacking and since
child behavior was not the initial concern of this investigation,
discussion wiil be limited.

Sex and age were statistically controlled throughout

this investigation,-'and in no case were either found to be
a significant interventamg varihvle
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D .SLUSSION

The results of this investigation have produced few
conclusive findings concerning the relAtionship betweer parental
attitudes and children's moral judgments. Reviewing briefly,
it was found that multiregression and correlational analysis
on punishment scores provided ne significant findings in relate
ion to parental attitudes. The analysis of variance performed
on K.M.J. scores with each of the separate M.P.A.S. variables
revealed no significant F values. Although two correlations
and one predictor vaftable were found significant for the
independence of sanction scores, it was pointed out that these
do not lead to a meaningful Interpretation due to the relat-
ive!lack of any other significant correlations or established
trends along this dimension. Of the four dimensions of moral
judgment examined, only one, the immanent justice and natur-
alistic response dimension iddicated & eignificant and con-
sistent relationship with M.P.A.S. variadles.

Piaget (1948), Kohlberg (1964), and others-have defined
immanent justice as an immature response. The positive correlat-
ions of mother-rejecting with immament justice scores, and the
negative correlations of mother-rejecting with naturalistic scores
(which represent mature moral judgmeat), would normally permit
empirical generalisation. One might, for example, generalize
on the basis of Piaget and Kohlberg's definition of dmmanent jus-
tice, and conclude that rejecting mothers foster immature moral
judgments in their children. However, the tendency to general-
ize is severely limited by the apparent lack of this same
relationshhp among the other areas of moral judgment examined
in this investigation. In fact, even the generalization that
parental attitudes in general affect children’'s moral judgments
is severely limited by the lack of any relationship in the other
areas of moral judgment investigated in this study.

Therefére, one can merely state that the significant
findings withtthe immanent justice and naturalistic response
scores %end to suggest a role for rejecting motheirs and also
tend to suggest a role for parental attitudes in general. At
the very least, how:ver, the eviden:e presented th@s far would tend
to indicate a role for rejecting mothers and that may be sit-
uationally specific to the immanent justice and naturalistic
response dimenaion of moral judgments.

Orifgmall,, one of the predictions of this thesis was
that parents who scored high ot the rejecting scale of the
M.P.A.S. would have chiddren who score low in the area of
mature moral judgments. At least partial support for this
predictdon is afforded by the findings on immanent justice.
Additionally, one«of the cther predictions of this thesis
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was that by identifying those parents who scored highest on the
indidgent and protective scales, it would be possible to make
predéctions as to which children would be most likely to gain
from training designed to improve their level ofmoral reasoning.
Since there were no significant findings relating the indulgent
and protecting scales of the M.P.A.S. with any of the original
pretest scores, 1t was possible to predict which children would
gain the most from training. However, the fact that high scores
on the indulgent and protective scales were later found to e
signi icantly related to the computed difference scores on the
immanent justice and neturalistic response dimension partially
supports the prediction that parents scoring high or these scales
would have children who would most readily benefit from a
training program designed to teach a higher level of moral reas-
oning. Support for these predictions, .owever, is only partial
support since analysis of the data concerning punishment, indep-
endnece of sanctions, and the K.M.J. scores yielded 1o conclusive
findings.

The original intent of this investigation was to establish
and indentify a consistent relationship between parental attitudes
and children's moral judgments. The results of this investigation
have neither established nor negated such a relationship. The laek
of support, in terms of significant findings in the other areas
of moral judgment, limits the generalizability of the significant
findings associated with the immanent justice and naturalistic
response scores.

Perhaps it would be well at this point to consider some
possible explanations as to why there was a relative lack of
conclusive findings in this study. First, there exists the
possibility that there is no relationship between parental attit-
udes and children' moral judgments. The only other research done
in this area supports this possibility. Johnson (1962), using
the Schben Scale of parental attitudes in connection with Piaget's
five dimensions of moral judgment, was alsu unable (o find a
close or consistent relationship with moral judgment or one that
was able to account for the major portinn of the variance.

Another possibility, andc¢one which might be more probable,
is that there is a relationship between paremtal attitudes and
children's moral judgements, but it may not be one that is con-
sistent across d:iffdrent dimensions of moral judgment. This would
be the same as saying that there is no general factor of moral
judgment. Support for this may again be foudd in Johnson's findings.
The primary purpose of his investigation was to determine the relat-
ionshgp within and between different dimensions of moral judzment.
From his study, intercorrelations among areas of moral judgment
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seemed to shuw that mature moral judgments in the areas of moral
realism. retribution vs. reetitution, and efficacy of severe
punishment were the most closely correlated with one ancther, but
that respon. 3 to questions concerning immanent justice were some-
what less .. .ely correlated to the responscs in other areas of :
moral judg nt, and that beiief or nonbelief in communicable
responsibi.lcy was even less closely related to ether aspects

of moral judgments. These findings suggest the possibility of
independsnce between certain :reas of moral Judgment, 1In and

of itselJf, however, it does not explain the almost complete

lack of significant fidndlngs in the other three areas of moral
judgment investigated in ciils study.

Another possibility for the laek of conclusive findio
may lie in the measuring instruments themselves A very cogent
question concarns whether or net the M.P.A.S. actually reflects
behavior. This question is one that is.often posed of attirude
questionnaires. It would seem especially relevent where & forced
response type of questionnaire such as the M.P.A.S. is used.

This question applies equally well to the moral judgment tests
themselves. Perhaps the measures used were to crude and not sen-
sitive enough to adequately disceiwinate between mature and im-
mature responses. This might be especially true for the pu .sh-
ment, independence of sanction, and K.M.J. scores.

Finally, one might raise the question of sample size.
This might be of particular significance for this study since
samples were relatr’vely small. A larger sample would have
provided more significance for those correlations found,
granting the assumption that the correlations would have re-
mained present,

The above problems and likitations could apply equally
as well te child behavior, But it might further be mentioned
that the lack of conclusive findings for child behavier only
serves tc support the findiugs of others to date, which accord-
ing to Hoffman (1971) have not shown a relationship between
moral judgments and child behavior.

In concluding this discussinn, some remarks concerning
future research in the meea of parental attitudes and children's
moral judgments seem appropriate., First, it would be suggested
that a larger sample sizw be used. Second, attentian should be
addressed to #sing a sensitive and refined measure of moral judg~-
ment. Lastly, it is strongly urged that parental behavicr itself
be used instead of attitudes. It is felt that if the above sug-~
gestions were met, positive results would be forth-coming in the
attempt to relate parental behavior to children's moral judgments.
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RESULTS AND CONCLUSIONS

The most obvious and consistent finding from the series of
experiments described in the previous chapter is that it is possible
to change or improve moral judgments among young children. 1In each
experiment trained children performed better on the posttest than those
children not receiving training. Related to this finding is that both
types of training procedures were e.fective in all the experiments
except one. Another finding was tuat the children were more advanced
than these researchers had expected when initiating the expevriment. Of
course, it should be remembe "ed that there was limited empirizal data
about the moral reasoning of children in the contemporary U.S. popula-
tion. The children were more advanced than the children studied by
Piaget. Although the children in this r.udy were more advanced the
dimensions of moral reasoning described by Piaget were found to be
applicable, i.e., in general the young children reasoned as Piaget
described. It is these researchers' opinion that Piaget's description
of childrens' m¢cal reasening is basically accurate but that the number
of dimensions of moral reasoning is adequate to exnlain the full range
of c¢hildren moral reasoning.

Another fiiding, intriging to the investigators, was the seem-
ingly spontaneous improvement of the control group in svune of the ex-
periments. Initially it was proposed that the improvement of the contrel
group resulted from the effect of the pretest, however, one of the later
experiments found that taking the pretest alone was not sufficient to
produce an advancement in moral reasoning. However, the pretest was
found tu interact with both sex and training in affecting posttest
scores. In general, the effect of the pretest was to fecilitate train-
ing but the pretest alone was not sufficient to produce the change. It
might be thought that the spontaneous improvement of the control groups
resulted from the experimental bias; that the researchers or assistants
associated with the research scored the posttest higher than they scored
the pretest. This bias, as cescribed in the Rytting Jensen and Rytting
experiment, does not seem to be the case as the assistants administering
the posttest were unaware of the subject assignment. A correspuiding
change upward in scores didn't occur in the experimental group even
though there was not a ceiling effect. When considering th~ experinents
together, the investigators have not been able to determine a satisfac-
tory answeyr for the change in scores among the control subjc.ts. It is
proposed that future research should be undertaken to determine the
variables which influences this type of change. The general procedure
for these kinds of experiments could require administering a single pre-
test to group A, multiple pretests to group B, and comparing it with
group C who do not receive pretest. It might be that the effect of the
pretest is uependent or interacts with the particular moral dimension in-
vestigated., Therefore future comparisons of this type would necessarily
involve administering a battery of pretests simultaneously, a pronedure
which was impossible in the procedure required to complete this project.

Another tangental question which should be further investigated

is, "What is learned; a simple discrimination, a concept, a rcte habit,
or has there been a change in the mental structure?" Surveying the
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results of all the experiments it is here advanced that what has been
acquired is more than a superficial verbal response or discrimination.
However, underlying changes in mental structure are not believed to be
affected, 1Instead the researchers conclude that the child has learned
a basic concept dealing with a selected area of moral reasoning. These
concepts or judgmencs are thought to be relatively permanent, in some
experiments it was shown they are durable over a period of weeks, and
also to have the other properties or concepts such as ability to tians-
fer to new situations (note thac different posttests have usually been
adminicstered) and could be expressed in different forms, (note that in
the Jensen and Hafen experiment the children were required to restate
Liic concept and also in the Jensen and Rytting experiment) A belief
that there was a change in cognitive structure does receive support
from the Jensen and Rytting experiment as changes in children's concepts
about punishment did not influence their judgmerts about independence
of sanction, A design which allows the comparison of the effect of
training children 1n one area on their reasoning in another area was
possible in only tais experiment. In the experiment investigating
family correlatcs there was not a strong cerrelation between the dif-
ferent types of moral reasoning. This finding also conforms with pre-
vious resecarch regarding the parental correlates of children's moral
reasoning. The results reported in this report only hint that there

is a4 relationship. It is this author's opinion that investigations in
this area are extremely difficult and the measurement problems will have
to be further refined before adequate relationships can be found. It
is proposed that the unit or scales of measurement employed in these
experiments were not adequate for identifying family correlates, To
adequately investigate this question more sophisticated measurement
instruments must be develowed. 1In addition, it is proposed that in

the initial stages of research it would be preferable to identify
children or parents from extremely diverse groups of children or parents
and compares them as a preliminary step before investigating the more
normal populations of children such as those included in this investi-
gation. In numerous areas of psychological research, investigations of
extreme groups ordinarily uncovered tha controlling variable before
they are identified in norma! popu’ations.

In interpreting the results it might be well to consider the
conclusion drawn in the Jensen and Rytting experiment on Piaget's notion
about change. Even though a change is affectcd in a very short period
of time during tuese experiments it is not impossible to explain the
change in terms of a Piagetian analysis. However, it is pointed out
that these concepts need not be acquired in the context of peer group
interaction., Perhaps more efficient learning results from more formal
presentation and experiences that are typically associated with school
learning. It seems very shoit sighted, however, to ccaclude, that
because younier children don't reason at more advance levels in each of
these dimensions that they don't possess the necessary or requisite
cognitive ability to understand these concepts if sufficient training
or experience is provided. The training experience need not be formal
and might even include peer interactions. When the mature moral judg-
ments are not found it may also be that the children ages 3, 4, and 5,
may lack the necessary verbal skills to adequtely express the concept.
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In these cascs the forced choice or true »r false type of measurement

may be 8 more accurate indicatoi of the child's ability t- understand
I the concept,

| Because these rescarchers now view the acquisition of moral

reasoning as basically a question of concept acquisition it is no
l longer necessary to limit the number of concepts to those outlined by

Piaget and Kohlberg. Remember that Plaget identifi:d these concepts

as typical responses to moral delemmas or questions during the heter-
} onomous stage of reasoning. It may be that these dimensicns are the
mcst obvious descrepancy between children's reasoning and adult judg-
ment about moral issues, but if a number of categories were selected
in advance it may be that a numbe. of other differences between child-
ren's and adult's reasoning could Le identified. it is proposed that
numerous issues or dimencions have not been investigated and that a
systematic analysis of moral and ethical thought be couducted to ident-
ify a number of new dimensions or categories to distinguish he’.ween
child adalt's reasoning. It is proposed that a research prouject should
be undertaken that uses an initial survey of the field of ethics to
determine those dimensions described above. After having identified
these dimensions they should be operationalized. The issues might in-
clude concepts regarding: the nature of truth, justice verses of mercy,
social contract problems of bac and good, concepts of utilitarianism,
verses absolute values of right and wrong, the concept of privace
property, freedom, human dignity, duty verses personal pleasure, ah-
solutism verses relativism, immediate verses delayed gratification,
etc. These concepts and problems are listed only as possible samples
of a total taxonomy that should be developed following a survey of
ethical and moral reasoning. The developmental pa-terns o’ judgments
associated with these concepts and/or problems are a2t the present time
unknown. After identifying the developmental patterns it should be
determined to what extent social experiences or training can influence
children's judgment in these areas. It is proposed that a survey should
be conducted and 2 number of experiments following the same pattern as
those outlined in this report should be undertaken. Furthermore, it is
also proposed that it be determined when training would be most approp-
riate. This age pattern may vary greatly from one culture to another
and thus it is proposed that more than one culture be included in such
an investigation. Further variables which would be of interest are the
relationship of moral reasoning with moral behavioer. For example, do
children who learn or who are trained to prefer a more mature
restitutive as opposed to a retalitory punishment, engage in less re-
taliation among their peers. In summary it is proposed that further
research be conducted in this area according to the following outline.

1. Survey moaern moral and ethical thought to determine new
dimensions such as those enumerated above.

2. Operationalize these new dimensions of moral reasoning so
that they are suitable for testing among children,

Determine age pattern in the acquisition and understanding
of these rew dimensions of moral judgments.
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Lype et concept, and dge paellerns,

5. lnvestigate the relationship of personality to moral judg, -
ment and also the relationship of moral judgment to behav-

icr,

It is concluded that children are maturationly ready to profit
from the training in making more mature judgments. It appears that the
riode of presentation is not crucial and perhaps even the presentation of
dilemmas thenselves is sufficient to produce more mature moral judgments .
The concept of stages appears to be unnecessary as it appears that child-
ren are able to move to a more advanced level of reasoning if sufficient
experiences are rrovided. To replace the stage-development thecry, an
alternate theory is outlined.

Comprehensjon Preference Theory

As an alternative explandtien of the moral reasoning phenomena
a theory based on comprehension ani preference as the factors determin-
ing moral thought is proposed. This theory doesn't predict an invariant
modal level. The theory is in many respects similar zo Kohlberg's but
it dves propose significant changes.

The first determinant of moral judgment is held to be compre-
hension. 1It is proposed that a pecrson can't use a type of reasoning ke
doesn't understand, but the factors involved in comprehension aren't
obvious nor is the pattern of development. Obviously, comprehension
should be related to mental capacity since judgment is a mental task.
Piaget has postulated stages of cognitive development of thought struc-
tures which have been found to correlate with moral judgments. Simil-
arily it is proposed an intellectual ability to haadle the mode of
reasoning is essential,

The second aprt of comprehension is based on social experience.
This experience can be compared to some classroom learning. Sometimes the
student can verbally state and/o: repeat a phase or statement that has no
meaning or significance to him. The student doesn't understand such state-
ments until he "experiences'" the concept. This may also be viewed as the
emotional aspect of learning. Consider for example the concept or hate,
a person can learn several definitions of hate but he doesn't comprehend
hate until he experiences the full affect. Thus the factor of comprehen-
sion for a concept can be both available, in the sense of hearing it
used, and, more signifantly, it can be experienced., This raises many
questions about how one experiences moral judgments., The answers are
nol simple or readily testable, beca:se the concept is emotional as well
as cognitively based. Comprehension is then dye to an interaction of
cognitive abilities, socjal stimulus conditions and emotion. The indi-
vidual plays an important role in this interactional process, he is an
agent selecting and emphasizing the various factors. One might suppose
that this would lead to many totally unrelated confused modes of thought
completely individualized. This is not the case since commonality in
basic human needs as well as the environmeutal stimuli produces simi-
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lar patterns of reasoning and tehavior. Comprehension then detines the
available modes of reasoning for each individual. Up to this point the
theory sounds much the sa“e as Kohlberg's and/or Piaget's with a

slightly different emphasis. Comprehension could be postulated to follow
a stage theory. This, however, is not necessary as will be discussed
later. The major difference in approaches is due to ti.: postulated
factor or preference.

While the person effects comprehension, his main effect occurs
through the proposed factor of preference due to personazlity. The modes
of thought used by an individual in making moral judgments should be
relatively consistent with the general level of behavior and behavior
motivation used by the individual. That is to say, if a persoa is mo-
tivated by instrumental hedonistic motives, his judgments of morality
will be relatively consistent with this motivation, which would be
Kohlberg's type two. Studies of behavior and behavior motivation are
still rather sketchy and hkard to generalize but in general there is
enough evidence to suggec: a correspcndence between thought and action.
A Yurther example of different motivations is Maslow's motivational
hierarcuny., It is interesting to note that among those studied by Maslow
at his highest motivational level, self-actualization, he fcund self-
regulated and internalized principles of morality; this corresponds
to the highest level of moral reasoning found by rohlberg. Although
there are many difficulties in empirically determining an individual's
motivation, it doesn't preclude its existence or correlation with
moral modes of judgment. There are undoubtedly many more factors of
personality that could be related to preference of a given mode of
mor2l reasoning, but it is the purpose of this paper only to propose
the factor personality as a determinant of moral judgment and the
concept of motivation intuitively appears to be the most relevant.

At this point the discussion of behavior and moral reasonicg
has introduced a concept tracable at least as far back as William James.
This is the idea that behavior is the cause of moral reessoning ard not
the result of it. This is not to say that moral reasoning doesn't
preceed behavior, but that the moral reasoning is caused by the factors
motivating behavior. This means that an individual motivated to main-
tain good relations. and respect for authority, reasons morally at level
four inst.ad of the converse; that he maintains good relations with
authority because he reasons at level four,

Kelley (1970) in a theoretical paper, has proposed an associa-
tion between moral evaluations and a person's reality evaluations,
achievement evaluations and reciprocity evaluations. He proposed these
relations on the basis of similarities which he sees between these
processes. The type of moral evaluation used by an individual is pro-
posed to be a result of the interactions of these three factors. The
comprehension-preference theory is in accord with the proposed personal-
1ty factors proposed by Kelley. Kelley's factors are easier to eval-
ua®c empirically, at least achievement and recipiocity evaluations,
Tntuitively these three evaluations, reality, achievement, and :cip-
rozity, appear to be closely related to the proposed behavior m.,tivation.

117

/22




the separate factors of the comprehension preference approach
. have hcen presentéd and briefly described. It is, however, the inter-
action of these factors which produce the mode of moral thought to be
used in a given situation, It is obvious that the separation of social
experience, factors of comprehension and personality factors of pre-
ference. is somewhat arbitrary and there is no clear cut differenciation.
They have been separaied to show and explair the differences between
comprehension and preference which are more clecarly differenciable,
In terms of comprehension and preference then a mode of moral thought
is used because it is among those comprehended and it is preferred on
the basis of personality for the given situation. This theory allows
for much variation in the use of moral thought wmodes, but would still
expect grouping around a modal type. The theory allows for and even
e«pects individual differences. The approach also would predict regres-
sion from one mode of moral thought to 3 lower one as well as skipping
a level of moral judgment as a modal type. It is not predicted that say
level three, would never be used in going from level two as a modal
level to level four, but predicts only that level three dvesn't neces-
sarily have to be an intervening modzl level. The proposed comprehen-
sicn preference approach is more consistent with existing dat.. The
foregoing description of the comprehension-preference approach to moral
reasoning has elements in common with the cognitive developmental approach,
The six modes of moral reasoning found by Kohlberg are more complete
descriptions of moral reasoning than the concepts typically advanced
by psychologists. These types of moral reasoning appear to have, as
Kohlberg hypothesizes, and underlying thought structure which he believes
are not isolated learned responses for each situation, He maintains
that the processes of associative learning are inadequate to explain
the attainment of these modes. The six modes of moral thought also
appear to form a heirarchical structure, The cognitive develcpment ap-
proach attributes this to the heirarchical nature of the thought struc-
tures. This heirarchy has two bases: first, the thought modes represent
increasing complexity of a cognitive or verbal type; and second, they
form a heirarchy of moral complexity or moralness, The level five is
a very close approximation il rot an alternate form of level six.
R Kohlberg even points (1964) that it may form an alternate to six rather
than a preceeding stage. The other four modes are successive approxi-
- mations to truly moral reasoning. One can then talk abcut the six modes
of thought as levels of complexity of thought within a heirarchy of
moral thought. This doesn't however, imply stages of thougat as well
as discussed in the succeeding paragraphs,

Kohlberg sees the development of moral reasoning as progressing
stepwise from onme level to the next and each level displaying a thought
structure which must be reorganized and further developed to progress
between stages. The comprehension preference approach also proposes
sequential development cf comprehension but doesn't see this as occur-
ring according to definite stages. The use of modes of thought is then
modified from those comprehended by factors of preferences due to per-
sonality variables. A person can develop along a continuum within a
heirarchy and not nccessarily follow stoges,

An invariant sequence precludes the possibility of an individual
ever sk.pping a mode of thought, thus, by findiag one such case the stage
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theory is challenged. An invariant sequet.e leaves several hard to answer
questions. A stage theory would, in the s*rictest sense, imply that one
advanced in discreet not continuous steps. It also implies that the
defined levels of moral judgment are the only available levels with ro
judgments possible that can't clearly be classified in one of these
levels. Progression should take a complete discontinuous jump from one
stage to another this, however, isn't consistant with empirical evidence.
See Hoffman, 1970. To explain this discrepancy cognitive development
theorists assume that progression between stages is accomplished by in-
corporating thinking from other levels with thinking at the modal level
and thus a gradual or continuous development is observed. This inter-
pretation of a stage theory is more consistant with empirical evidence,
but if this is the case, where does one draw the distinction between grad-
ual development and stage theory? It is possible that one can comprehend
and use parts of the structures at level six before he can completely com-
prehend level five or even four. This isn't comsistent with the initial
or definition of stage theory. It is much more parsimonious and consis-
tent with the data to accept only the heirarchical nature of the differ-
ent modes of thought,

Another problem with stage theory is found in approaching it from
a physiological viewpoint, What development is responsible for the
stages? Complete neural development is completed long before the higher
modes of thought are consistently used. Stages due to social experience
seem unlikely since a child's social experiences are certainly not ordered
invariantly. Postulating sequenticlity of the moral self ané moral ex-
perience is equally unlikely having the same fallactious premi¢+ . The
closest approximation appears to be cognitive development. But moral
judgment is more than a simple task, A problem with stage theory becomes
apparert when one examines the adult-child dichotomy in moral develop-
ment. Only the cognitive aspect of sequentially could have relevance
here, but cognitive development appears toc be completed in childhood but
moral development can still occur after that time. This lag between
ability to comprehend and use of the thought modes is better explained
with the comprehensioa preference approach.

Concluding the presentation of the comprehension preference theory
it is appropriate to explain how it handles age increase in level of
moral judgment and the observed sequentiality in longitudinal studies,
First, it should be pointed out that even in a longitudinal study one
only sees the development at intervals (perhaps three year intervals)
and must extrapolate the findings to determine what occured in the inter-
viewing time, Since the six types of moral reasoning from a heirarchy
of complexity and moralness a typical pattern of development is upward
through the heirarchy and the observed phenomenon of development appears
very similar to stages. The crucial questions are whether the develop-
ment i1s continuous or discreet in the sense that a definite interstage
change is made and whether or not the sequence is invariant. The compre-
hension preference approach would expect variability in rate of develop-
ment and in the mode of reasoning most commonly used. The comprehension
preference approach would also allow for and to som. extent expect occa-
sional skipping of levels although the frequency of this could be very
small and still be in agreement with the theory. Skipping a level is also
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limited by the comprehension of a level which would more closely follow

a predictable sequence. Stage theory can explain only with difficulty
the observed regressions of moral judgment levels whereas the comprelien-
cion preference approach expects and even predicts regression. One other
major difference is the use of modes of thought other than the modal

level. The comprehension preference approach would not expect the pre-
viously defined modal level to be used exclusively; with perhaps con-
siderable amounts of reasoning done at other levels. Stage theory would
expect the majority of reasoning to be at the modal level with very littl-
reasoning at other levels. The experiments presented in this report are
more supportive of the comprehension preference approach than the cog-
nitive developmental approach. The cognitive development approach gen-
erally explains the large amount of change resulting from brief training
programs by saying that the children involved were just at a transition-
al stage. It seems unlikely that the different age groups used in these
and other experiments were all at the transitional stage for each of the
dimensions of moral reasoning measured. In Appendix A is a brief over-
view of other research relating to the question discussed above,

Moral Education and Further Research

Basically from the studies presented in this report a few basic
generalizations about training can be established: It is possible to
train children to reason more maturely about ethical and/or moral
problems. The training can be accomplished with even preschool children,
requiring only a brief training program. [t appears that intrinsic
reinforcement as opposed to giving esternal reward is sufficient to
motivate the student tc participate and also to acquire the appropriate
responses. It is concluded that the correct answer has some kind of
self appeal in terms that even a preschool child's conception on what is
right or wrong or good and bad. It appears to these researchers that
the child does not have a difficult time accepting the underlying prin-
ciple. The primary difficulty for the child lies in identifying the
problem and understanding the problem in a new situation. In appli-
cation, the primary task is not convincing the child that the principle
or concept is valid but rather to help the child discriminate exemplars
from nonexemplars of the concept to apply this information in new situa-
tions. It appears unnecessary to exert much persuasion or any indoc-
trination of specific values or beliefs to facilitate the growth of more
advanced moral reasoning. This is a fortuitous finding since the teach-
ing of ethical beliefs or moral principles must fall within the acceptable
limits and prescribed value systems of the supporting culture. The most
frequent and serious objection to moral or ethical training in the school
is that a child is being indoctrinated. This otjection can be avoided.
The mere presentation of a moral dilemma is usually sufficient to bring
about greater maturity in the child. It even appears unnecessary to
structure the Jearning activities beyond mere presentation of the moral
dilemmas. The instructor may not even need to identify the correct answer
or in any way impose a viewpoint on the child. What essentially happens
in a problem when it is presented is that the learner is first able to dis-
criminate the elements within the dilemma. By presenting multiple dilemmas
the child is able to see the concept or problem in a number of different

ituations thus increasing the probability that he can generalize his
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understanding of the concept to new problem dilemmas. The goal of instruc-
tion is then to facilitate and promote a child's understanding of the
issues involved in moral dilemmas or problems. Maturity in this case is
not considered to be only acquiring an identifiable response but includes
being able to consider and be aware of the various elements of the analy-
sis of the problem. Thus the instructional approach recommended is to
expose and perhaps clarify the central issues of a moral dilemma without
imposing a predetermined solution upon the child. Our eviden.e suggests
that this instructional approach will result in more advancec reasoning by
the child. This approach should circumvent curriculum objections used by
those who fear indoctrination or imposing unwanted values on the child.
While the approach sounds elementary, perhaps too easy, our experience
indicates that visual materials, a resource file of examples, skill in
presentation and discussion require much preparation and intelligence from
the instructional staff. 1t is also our opinion that even the university
and graduate students assisting in conducting our experience gained

insight into the nature of various moral dilemmas as they prcpared materials
and assisted irn the training. Thus we conclude, even though our prescho 1
children were able to reasun more maturely after training, that children
at older ages would btenefit from the type of training program uscd
developed for the experiments reported in this project, Preliminary
investigations, suggested earlier in this report, are needed to determine
the existing level of moral reasoning among different age groups. These
preliminary investigations should include the other dimensions of moral
reasoning, also reierred to earlier, that coculd be identified by analysis
of historical and comtemporary ethics, After ihis analysis and deter-
mination of developmental patterns of comprehensicn instructional strat-
egies should be developed by using the general measurement and training
procedures developed from this project. These research proposals are held
to be the logical and necessary extensions of the work dascribed in this
project., In addition, the success of almost every experiment undercaken
in this project support the arguements that moral or ethical education
will be feasible and practical within the elementary and secondary levels
of the public school systems.
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APPENDIX A

Materials and Supplimentarv Information for Experiment:

( The Effect of Training Children
to Consider Intentions

When Making Moral Judgments
5
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Pretest Stories
(A = Accidental; I = Intentional)

One day when Henry's mother was out, Henry tried to get
some cookies out of the cockie.jar. He climbed up on a
chair, but the cookie jar was still too high, and ne
couldntt reach it. But while he was trying to get the
cookie jar, he knocked over a cup. The cup fell down
and broke.

John is in his room. John's mother says, ''Come down

to dinner, John." John goes down and opens the door

tc the dinning room. But behind the door was a tray
with 15 cups on 1t. John didn't know thie caps were
behind the door. He opens the door, the dooxr hiteg

the tray. Bang go the 15 cups, and they all get broken.

Claudia and her sister are looking at pictures of the
family. As Claudia starts to turn the page of the
fam{ly pdcture book, her hand bumpys into a gless of
cherry soda. It spills on the album, and marks up
about 20 pictures.

Norma is lsooking at the snapshots the family took while

on théir vacation last summer. As she looks through

the vacation snapshots, she notices that her brcther

got into most of the pictures; he's in almost all of them.
So when she comes to another picture with her brother

in it, she gets a crayon and makes a mark on the pictures.

One day Floyd's father is painting the fence. Floyd asks
his father, "Can I help you?" His father says, "Sure."
So Floyd gets a brush and starts painting the fence.
After awhile, he steps back to see how it looks. But he
forgot that the paint can was behind him, and his foot
knocks over the paint can, and the paints spills all

over the ground.

Paul comes out to watch his father paint the pténic table.
He asks his father, 'Can I help you?" His father says,
"Paul, don't bother me now.' Paul doesn't like that.

So when his father goes to the garage, Paul takes the
paint stick and dribbles a little padnt on the ground.




4.

One morning, Alice came in from the yard and found that her
mother wasn't home yet. Alice thinks, "I'll get some ice
cream before my mother' comes home." She gets a little dish
from the cupboard. As she is going to the refrdgerator,
the little dish slips out of her hand and treaks.

Kathie's mother was late coming home from shppping. Kathie
thinks, "I'll help my mother by setting the table for

her." As ghe is carrying the dishes to set the table, two
large dishes slip out of her haud, fall and break.

Harvey and his class are playing kickball., All of a sud-
den, the school bell rings. The teacher says, ""Recess is
over; everybody back to the classroom.'" Harvey didn't
have a turn yet at kicking the ball, g0 when the teacher
i1a lining up the childrea, Harvey kickws the bLall to the
far corner of the playground, and someonv has to po and
get 1{t.

Two kindergarten classes are playing a game to see which
class can kick the kickball the farthest. Everybody has
had a turn except Ross. So far the classes are even, but
if Ross can kick the ball real far, his class will win.
Ross takes careful aim, and kicks the ball with all his
might. The ball goes sailing across the playground,
smashes into a window and breaks it.

The teacher asks, '"Who would 1ike to help clean up the
paints?" Judy says, "I will, teacher.” Judy wants to
help so much that she tries to carry six paint jars to
the sink. But they slip out of her hand and spill all
over the flcor.

Ann doesn't care very much for finger painting. When
the class was finger painting that afternoon, Ann didn't
do much finger painting. She just played with the paint,
and a little paint dribbled on her desk.

One day at school, Sem's friend made fun of him. Later
that day, Sam saw his friend coming home from school.
Sam hid behind a fence and as his friend passed by,

Sam spirted him on the leg with a water pistol.

One afcernoon, Jack was watering ths lawn for his father.
One of his friends was passing by, aaa <tarted to make
fun of Jack. So Jack turned his head to look at his
friend. When Jack turned his head, the hose spirted
water all over the man next door, who happened to be
walking by just tl.en.
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Mabel is helping her mother vacuum the playroom. As
Mabel is pushing the vacuum back and forth, the vacuum
bumps against the leg of the table, and a bunch of
records fall of the table and ten of them break.

Rose's older sister plays the record player a lot. One
day Rose's sister pidayed the game record over and over
again, and Rose is tiied of hearing this record. Rose
takes the record and hides it for mwhile so her sister
can't play the record.
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First Session

——

N

A.

Training Storics-~Verbal Discrimination Croup
tA = Accidental; | = intentional)

Earl is getting the ncowspapzr so his fother can rcad i, As ho's
going up the steps, the newspaper slips cut of his hand and fulls
behind the steps. Nobody can 1cach it, so his father kas no paper
to read thut evening.

Hank hides the newspaper for fur.  He puts it behind the steps, so
nobody can recch it. So his father has no paper fo reod that
evening.

Sue's friend is visiting her. Sue puts her friend's bicycle in the
driveway so her friend will see it and not forget it when she gees
home. Sue goes back inside. Just then, a truck comes by and hits
the bicycle and bieaks a pedal.

Edith's friend won't let her ride her bike. So Edith pushes her friend's

bike over, and a pedal breaks off.

Soime boy: are building a plane. They go inside. Oscar comes by
and sees the plane. Nobody is looking so Oscar flies the plare.
When it lands, o litile piece of the wing breaks off.

Some boys are building a plane. They have io go to lunch. Lee
says, "I'll finish it, so it'l! be ready when you come back." He
starts to cut the last picce.  He doe.n't sce the plane vihind the
wood he's cutting, so when he saws the wood, hecuts off a little
piece of the wing.

Karen's sister gets her kite caught in o tree. Loyen is trying to get
it down for her sister.  She throws a ball at it. The ball misses

the kite and lands on the garage roof. Karen's fother has to come
out and got the ball.
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Ethel sees a bitd's nost in the tree,  She's trying to knock it down,
She throws ¢ ball at it.  The ball misses the nest and lonas on the
garage roof. Ethel's father hos to come out and get the ball.

Sharon is painting a picture.  After a while, she steps back 1o sce
how it looks. She doesn't see the cat behind her, and she steps on

the cat's tail. “"Mecow!" cries the cat, and runs out of ih2 1ocn.

Peggy's cat is sick. It's been meowing all day.  Pegoy gets fired of
of hearing this, so she steps on the cat's tail.  "Meowi" ciies the
cat, and runs out of the room,

Fred is mowing the lown., He o n't feel like dhing i1, He secs a
rock ghead of him. He doesut go cround tf; he mows rig!
The rock wakes a little cut in the blad - of the mower.

oover al.

Jack is mowing the lawn. While he's mowing, hiv fiiend yolls to hin.
Jack turns his head to lool: at his fiiend, so he doc.n't sce thic rock
ahead of him. He mows right over the rock, and it mal:cs a little
cut in the blade of the mower.

Jean sces her mother coming home with the groce,ics.  She
to help. She takes a box from her mother and gocs up i
As she's going up, she slips and falls. Four eggs break.

Diane's mother says, "Put the eggs in the refrigeiator.” While she's
doing so, Dianc starts to play with the eggs. She rolls them around
the table. Four eggs full off the table and break.

Paul's mother says, "Do you see my glasses in theie?" Paul is reoding
a comic book. He doesn't look up. "Nope," he scys. So his

mother has to come in and look. She find. the glasses on the table.

Alun's mother says, "Do you see my glasses in there?"  Alan gets up
and looks around. The glasses are under a book, so Alan docsn't

sece them. "l can't find them," h2 says. So his mother hus to come
in and look. She finds the glasses under the book.

Carl sees a boy walking across his fiont lawn. He tosses a pabole o
him, and yells, "Hey!" Keep of the new grass!®  The pebble hits
the boy's eibow and makes a little bruise.

Joz is playing ball. He svings ct a pitch, but the bat slips out of
his hand and bumps into the boy behind nim. It hits him on thz
elbow, ond makes a little bruise.
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Sccond Scssion

!7
} , Ehiihald
\
turns the knol>.  As he does, the knob falls off.
1. l. Frank's fathcr says, “Don't play with the TV set.” Fronk keeps
changing stations, spinning the knobs. One of the knobs fall off.
2. A. Maureen is cleaning the playroom. As she's picking up crayons and
. books, she slips on a crayon. One of the crayons in her hand makes
a mark on her sister"s coloring book.
. 2. 1. Carol's sister won't change the TV program. Carol doesn't like that

so while her sister is watching TV, Carol goes and mates o mark on
her sister's coloiing book.

3. L. Ed is helping his father clean the garage,  His father tells him to work
hardér. Ed doosn't lit.e that. He kicks the wall and o can of ¢il

falls off the shelf and spills.

3. A. Kevin is helping his father clcan the garage. As he's sweeping his
broom pumps against the wall. A can of oil falls off the shelf and spills.

’

. . A. Arthur's father says, "It's time for bed; shut off the TVset." Arthur

4. A. Maria wants fo make a pretty picture book for her sister.  She cuts out
a page of a magazine. She didn't know that the magazine was a new one,
that somebody had put it on the pile of old magazines by mistake. So
one page is gone from the new magazine.

4, 1. Christine's sister is reading a new magezine. Christine says, "Let me read
it now." Her sister says, "No, I'm not finished." Christine tries to take it
away. As she pulls it, one puge tears out. So one page is gone from the
new magazine.

5. 1. Mona asks her sister, "Can | help with your puzzle?" "No, {'m not
finished." Christine tries to take it away. As she pulls it, onc page
tears out. So one page is gone from the new ricgazine.

5. A. Gloria is cleaning the playroom. She secs an old kagon the fluoe
ond throws it away. She doesn't know there's ¢ piece of her sister’

puzzle in the bag. Her sister then can'i finish the puzzle.

6. 1. George is washing up. His mother says, "Hurry out; getto bed! " George
doesn't like that, so he leaves the water running. Some water go2s on the
floor.

6. A. Chuck is washing un. He hears his little brother crying so he runs out
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to see what wrong and forgets that he's left the water running.  Sone
water goos on the fleor,

" fat doesn't

Pat's friend owns o bird, She tells Put, "You can't feed him.*
like that. When her friend is inside, Patopens the coge and the Lird flies

out,

Avis' friend cowns a bitd. She asks Avis, “Will you please carry my bird
cage?" Whaile Avis is caniying the cage for her friend the cage slips out of
her hand. When it hits the ground the cage opens and the kird {lics out.

Ken's father is using the hose to water the lowr around the coner of
the house. Ken wants 1o bave some fun so he tuins off the hose and
runs away, His father Las to come back and turn it on ugain.

Noum's fath=i is using the hose to water the lawn mound the corne

of the house.  Normn is mowing the lawn.  He docn't see the hove aned
runs right over it, pulling it oft the fuucet.  His father has to come
back and pul it on aguin. ]
Steve is riding his bike very fast inthe driveway. He wants to sce
how close he can come to his father's car.  He comes very close; his
handle bar hits the fender of the cur and makes o little scratch.

Dan is helping his father wash the cai.  While he's holding the bucket
end washing the car, the bucket bumps the fender and nafics ¢ litile
scratch,

Third Session

Moel has a library book. On the way horie, she's playing with he-
friend. She throws the book to her. The friend misses it and it fulls
into a mud puddle and gets dirty.

Ann has a library book. On the way home, as she steps off the bus,

the book slips out of her hand. It falls into o mud puddle and gets
dirty. ‘

Judy has some rew shoes,  On the woy home while she's waiting for

the light to change, a huck comes by and splashes mud on her shoes.
Her new shoes get all dirty.

Debra has some new shoes.  On the way home, she sces a mud puddle,
She goes over and walks through it, Her new shozs get all dirty.

Hugh goes to the refrigerator to get some pop for his mother. He




3. L
4. 1
4. A.
5. A.
5. 1
6. |
6. A.
7. A.
7. 1

ERIC

[Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ctoses the door, but he doewn'i sce that it isn't tightly shut,  V/iin
he goes to aive his mother the pop, the door opens cguin., Waen
his mother comes in later, the ice culies in the refiigerator have
bEegun to melt,

Eugene asks, "Can | have some pop?"  "No," says his mother, "it's
too close to supper."  Eugene docen't like that, so heleaves the door
of the refiigerator open.  V/ien his mothes comes in later, the ice
cubes in the refrigerator Fave begun to melt,

Louie is playing "Tarzan" in the front room. He climbs up on the
drapes, and the drapes get wiinkled.

Tony is cleaning the drapes in the fiont room for his mother,  He uses
the wiong kind of soup. He docsn't know it's the viong kind; it veos
right next to the other soap. Because he used the wrong kine, the
drapes get wrinkled.

. Virginia is going to water the plant for her teacher.  As che's waicr-

ing, the watering can hits a box of challc. It falls, and onec picce
of chalk bicaks.

Sarah's teacher goes out of the room after saying, "Stay in your
laces, "  When the teacher leaves, Sarah gots to the blackbourd and
P g

staris to write.  As she's writing, the picce of chalk breaks.

Fred is picking apples, and his fiiend is down belew.  When his
friend is looking the other way, Fred fakes an apple, looks dosn, and
drops it on his friend. It hits his friend's head. "Ouch!" scys his
friend.

Mickey is picking apples. As he's loolking up and reaching for an
apple, the bianch that he's sitting on shakes,  An apple bLehind him
falls down, and hits his fiicnd on the head,  "Ouchl™ says his
friend.

[t's Nancy's mother's birthday.  Nancy thinks, "INl make a svrprise
cake," While she's making it, her elbow bumps anainst the flour bag
oad a litile flour spills.

Mary Jane asks her mother, "Can | bake a cake?" Her mother says,
"No, I'm using the kitchen now." Mary June doesn™ like that,  As
she leaves the kitchen, she pushes over the flour box, and a little
flour spills.
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Gerald comes home fiom foolbz!l practice.  As he's walling i the
steps, he hips end falls against the doer, and makes o little crack in
the glass.

Henry is coming home fiom feothall practice.  The coach yelled at
him during practice, so lenry is fecling bad.  He slams the door
behind him, and makes a litile ciack in the glass.,

When the teacher goes out of the rcom, Svzanne runs into the coat
room to hidz. As she goes running in, it's dark in there.  She hits
the wall and a box of chalk fulls,  Three pieces of chalk Lical.

The teachcr asks, "Who will put this vase away?" "1 will," says
Maria,  When she goss info the closet, it's daik <o she deosn't see
a box of chalk on the shelf. When she goes 1o put thie vase on the
shelf, it knocks over the box, and three pieces of chalk break.

Fourth Scssion

Alice is skating. Her friend comes by. She's o very gocd skater,
Alice doesn't like it that her friend skates so well. Whzn her friend
skates by, Alice pushes her. Her friend falls.

Denise is skating. She's going bacxwards, so she doesn't sce her
friecnd behind her,  She bumps into her, and her friend falls.

Bob asks his friend, "Can | help vou build hat tower?"  “Sure,
says his friend. As Bob puts a bloc! on the top of the tower, his
hand slips, and onec block falls off the tower.

Hugh asks his friend, "Can 1 holp you build that tower?" "No,"
says his friend.  When his friend turns to pick ua a block, Hugh
kicks the tower. One block falls off the *ower.

Larry is carrying a box to the garage for his father.  Twe nails fall
out of the Lox, but Loty docin's see themso he docsn' pick thcm up.
When his father difves in ihot evening, he gcis o flat tire.

Dean says, "l wonder if nails make a tire flat,. ." He wants to find

out, so he throws two nails in the driveway. "Now I'll sce," says
he. When his father drives in that evening, he gets a flct tire.

While Patrick’s father was away, Patrick noticed that his father's pen
was empty. He thought he'd help by filling the pen so it would be
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ready when his father needed it. But whife he was oponing the boltle,
the ink spilled and made a little spot on the tublecloth,

While Dorald's father vias away, Donald thought it would be fun to
play with his father's pen.  First he played with it for awhile, then
he made a little spot on the tablecloth,

The cheese hus gone bad, and it smells. Ellen doesn't like e family
dog, so she puls the cheese in the dog's dish.  The dog ecats it and giis
a little sick.

The cheese has gone bad, ard it smalls, Priccilia says, "P'laow it out, "
While she's carrying it to the gaibage banel, some of it fallsout of the
bag into the dog's dish. The dog cats it and gots a little sich.

Eleanor is o Gl Scout out cemping.  While she's stining the soup i
spills and puts the fire out.  The Scout Loader iv mad and asl., "Vho
put the fire out?"

Shitfey is a Girl Scout out camping.  While waiting for the food to
come, Shirley starts to vaterfight.  She thiows a pail ot her fiiend.
The fiiend ducks and the walcr spills on the fire andputs it out. The

Scout Leader is mad and asks, "Who put the fire out?"

Bernic's sister tells him, "Be quict; don't wale the boby." Bernie is
tired of his sisier telling him what to do. As he goes out, he slams
the door. The Laby wakes and starts to cry.

Leo's sister tells him, "Be guict; don't wake the Leuy. " Leo siails to tip-
toe out of the room. He doesn't see the toy on the floor and steps on it.
It goes SQUEAK!  The boby wakes and starts to cry.

Loraire is playing tag. She's alwuays getting tagged by the other girl,
Loraine doesn't like that. Next time the gitl tags her, she tags her
back right in the eye. The girl gels a little bruise.

Marciu is ploying tag. As she goes to touch another gitl, Marcia slips cnd
falls. While she's falling, her hand hits o fricne who's runninz by just
then, right in the eyc. The girl gets a little Liuise,

Walter is helping his friend build a tree house. A boy hands Waiter a
big board for the roof. As Walter is lifting the board, it drops cut
of his hands because it's too heavy. As it falls, it knocks down halfa

board.

Some bays are building a tree house, but they won't let Ken help.
Ken comes by the trec house when the boys are away to funch.
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He iooks around, and sces thnt nobody's there. So he pulls half a
board from the tree house.

|

Fifth Session

I. ). Elsa goes to the store with some money. "Come right back," her
mother says. On the way, she sces o friend viho says, "Come and
play." So she pla,.. While she's playing, a quarter falls out of
her pocket and gets lost.

I. A. Boanie goes to the store with some money. "Come right back, "
her mothcr says.  On the way, she meets a fiiend who has lost her
doll. Bonniz wants to help, so she looks for the doll with her
friend.  While she's looking, o quarter falls out of her pocket and
gets lost.

D, il

2. 1. Mike has his new Sunday shoes on. ™I think Il climb a tree befoie
my mother gets home," says he to himself. He climbs the tree, ond
gets scratches on his new shoes.

2. A. Al has his new Sunday shoes on. "I think I'li polish them bziore |
go to church," says he to himself. He gets a brush which is olé
and hard. He doesn't know that. When he starts to brush the shioes
he gets scratches on the new shoes.

3. A. Vince is supposed to go to bed at eight o'clock. His father forgot
to wind the clock, so it stopped at seven. Vince comes in toser
what time it is.  "“It's only seven," he says, "l can stay up arother
hour, until eight." But it was rcally eight o'clock then, so that
meant he really stayed up until nine.

3. L. Andrew is supposed to go to bed at eight o'clock. His parcnis
aren't home, and he's reading a good comic book, so he stays up
until nine o'clock.

4. A. Wil is with his father in the car.  His fother says, "Turn off the
radio, pleusz.™  When Will reaches for the radio, his hund hits the
cigarette lighter. [t falls out, and makes a little burn on the scat.

4, 1. Neal is with his father in the car. His father stops to go to the
store, and tells Neal, "Don't touch onything until | get back."
While his father is gone, Neal plays with the knobs on the dash-
board. The cigaretie lighter falls out, and makes a little burn on

the seat.
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8. 1
9. L
9. A.

Rachel
She docsn't knowr vihere she is,

Rachel's father tclls her, "Don't walk on the new grass. ™
later is playing blindman's buff,
and she walks right acioss the new grass.

Marcia's father says, "Don't walk on the ncw grass." Maicia sccs
her friend, who calls to her, “Come on over-and play." She's in a
hurry, so she walks across the new grass.

Hannu is going to a party with a nzw dress on.  She sces a mud
puddle, and siops 1o make some mud pies. The new dress gets all

dirty.

Slia sces u cat
So the gets

Theresa is going to a party with a new dress on,
caught in a mud puddle, and he can't got out.
stick and pulls thie cat out. Her new die < gets oll dinty.

Alex is shopping with his moth~r. "Can | buy some candy, Mom?"
he asks.  "Not today," she says.  Alex feels bad, so he pushes the
cartiage into the shelf. A ten cent bag of candy falls and spill-.

Heib is shopping with his mothei.  When she calls him, he turns his
head to look, so he doesn't see the box of candy in the middle of
the aisle.  He bumps into the box, and a ten cent bag of cancy
falls off the box and spills.

Some girls are skipping rope. Bridget has a cold. When she
starts to cough, she puts her hand to her mouth. But the rope is
in her hand, so when she does, it pulls the rope, and trips the ¢irl
whe's jumping in the middlc. The girl falls.

Some giiis are skipping rope. The girl in tic middle is very good.
“Homph!" thinks Evelyn, “She thinks she's so good!" So she pulls

the rope, and it trips the girl who's jumping in the middic. She
falls.

Frank is taking his dog for a walk. The dog is going too slow, <o
Frark steps on his tail. "Yel, " says the _og and walks faster,

Ritchie is taking his dog for u walk. He hears a big plane, and
looks up. While locking vp, he steps on his dog's tail. "Yelp!™
says the dog and walks faster.
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Training Stories: Discussion Group

first Sossion

2. A.
2. |
5. A.
5 L

Sue's friend is visiting her. Suve puts her friend's bicycic in the
driveway so hei fiiend will sce it and not forget it vehen she govs
home, Su~ gous back inside,  Just then, a fiueh comes by and
hits the bicycle and bieaks a pedal.

Edith's friend won't let her ride her bike. So Edith puthe o her
friend's bike over, and o pedal breaks off.

a.  Which litile girl left her friend's ticycle in the driveway
because she didn't want her iriend to forget it?

b Did she want the truck to hit the bicycle? Was this an
accident?

a.  Which litile girl pushed her friend®s bicycle over ?
b.  Did she do this on purpose?

Shuron is painting a picturc.  After a while, she steps back to sce
how i looks. She docsn't sce the cat behind her, and she steps
on the cats tail. *Mecow!" cries the cat, and runs out of the

toom,
Peggy’s cat is sick. lt's been meowing oll day.  Pegay gets tired
of hzaring *his, sa she steps on the cat's tail.  “Meow!" cries the

cat, and runs out of the room.

a.  Which little girl didn't mean to step on her cat's tail?
b.  Wes this an accident?

a.  Whish little girl wanicd to stes on her cat’s tail?
b.  Did she do this on purpose?
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Fred is mowing the lawn, He doesn't feel like doing it.  He sces
o rock ahcad of him. FHe dousn't go around it; he mows rigat over
it. The rock makes a little cut in the Liade of the mowvier.

Jack is mowing the lawn. While he's mowing, his friend yells to
him. Jack tuins his head to look at his friend, so he doesn't sce
the rock ahead of him. He mows right over the rock, and it makes
a little cut in the blade of the mower.

a.  Which litile boy didn't mean to mow over the rock?
b.  Was this un accident.

a.  Which little boy knew he was going to mow over the rock?
b.  Did hz do it on puipose?

Paul's mother says, "Do you sce my glasses in theie?"  Paulis read-
ing a comic book, He doesn't look up. "Nope," he says. So his
mother has to come in and lock. She finds the glasses on the table.

Alan's mother says, "Do you sce my glasses in there?" Alan gzts
up and looks aiound. The glasses are under a book, so Alan do~n't
sce them. "l cun't find them," he says.  So his mother has to ceme
in and look. She finds the glasses on the table.

a.  Which litile boy looked for his mother's glasses?
b.  Was he trying to help his mother?

a.  Which little boy did not look for his mother's giasses?
b.  Woas he trying to help his mother?

Carl secs a boy walking across his front lawn. He tosses o pebble
at hira, and yells, "Hey! Keup of the now grass!"  The pebble hits
the boy's elbows, and makes a little bruise.

Jez is playing ball.  He swings at a pitch, but the bat slips out of
his hand and bumps into the boy behind him. It hits him on the
etbow, and mates a little bruisc,

a.  Which little boy swings thz bat end bumps thz boy behind
him?
b.  Did he mean to do it?

a.  Which little boy threws a pebble and hit another little boy?
b.  Did he mean to do this?
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Sccond Sassion

f. A

4. A,

Arthur's father says, "lt's time for bed; shut ofi the TV set.”  Artho
turns the knob. As he dses, the knob fails off,

Frank's father says, "Den't play with the TV set.™  Frank keops
c hanging staticns, spinning the knobs. One o the knobs fall off.

a. Which little boy was doing vhat he was told?
b.  Which little bey bro'te tha TV set by accidont?

a.  Which litile boy kept playing with the TV set after his fathe
told him not to?

b.  Which little boy biole the TV set becav.e he was disobieying
his father on puipose ?

Maria wants to make a preity picture book for her sister. She cuts
out a page of magazine. She didn't know that the magazine was a
new one that somebody had put it on the pile of old maguzines by
mistake. So one page is gonc fiom the naw mugazine.

Christine's sister is reading a new magazine. Christine says, "Let
me read it now." Her sister says, "No, I'm not finished."
Christine trics to tuke it away. As she pulls it, one page tears out.
So one page is gone fiom the ncw magazine.

a.  Which little girl wanied to do something nice for har sisier?

b.  Which little girl ruined the new magazine by mistuke?

a.  Which little girl tried to take the magazine away from her
sister ?

b.  Which little girl ripped the magazine on purpose?

George is washing up. His mother says, "Huny out; cet to Lzd!"
George doosn®t like that, so he 'eaves the water running.  Some
viater goes on the floor.

Chuck is washirg up. He hears hic Qittle brother crying, so he runs
out to see what's wrong and forgets that he's ieft the wotcr running.

Some water goes on the floor,

a.  Which hittle boy went to help his brother?
b.  Which one didn"t mean to leave the waler ruaning?
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a.  Which litile boy wos angry with his mother?
b.  Which little boy left the water running on purposc ?

Loraine is playing tog. She's always getting tegged by the other
girl. Loraine doesn't like that. Next time the girl tags her, she
tags hei back, right in the eye. The girl gets a little bruice.

Marcia is playing tag.  As she goos to touch another ghil, Marcia
slips and falls.  While she's falling, her haud hits a fiiend who's

running by just then, right in the eye. The girl gets a little bLruisc.

a. Which little gitl was playing the gome in o nice way ?
b.  Which littte gitl hut her fiiend by cccident?

a. Which little gl vias nad at her friend?
b.  Which little gitl wanted to hurt her friend?

Steve is riding his bite very fast in the driveway. He won's to sce
how close he can come to his futher's car. He comcs very close;
his handle bar hits the fender of the car and makes « little scratch.

Dan is helping his father wash the car. \While he's holding the
bucket and washing the car, the bucket bumps the fender ond mckes
a little scratch,

a.  Which little boy was helping his father wash the car?
b. Was it an accident that he scratched the car?

a. Which little boy bumps the fender of his father's car with his
bicycle?
b.  Was he supposed to be playing near his father's car?

Third Session

Noel has a library book. On the way home she plays with a
friecnd.  She throws the book to her.  The friend missce it and it
falls into a mud puddle and gets dirty.

Ann has a librry boor. On the way home, as she sfeps off the
bus, the book slipe out of her hand. It falls into @ mud puddle and
gets dirty.

a. Which little girl dropped the book as she stepped off the bus?

b. Was this an accident?
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a. Which little girl thiew the bool at her friend but it fulls into
mud puddle”!
b. Did she do this on puipose?

Lovic is playing "Tarzan™ in the front room. Ha climbs up on the
drapes cad the erapes get wrinkled,

Tony is cleaning the drapos in the fiont room for his mother.  He
uses the wrang kind of soep. He doesn't know it's the wrong kind;
it was right next to the other soop. Because he used the wiong
kind, the diapes get wiinkled.

a. Which fittle boy wanted to help his mother clean the drapes but
wrinkled them becauie he used the wrong kind of soup?
b. Was this an accident?

a. Which little boy wrinkled the diapes because he climbs them?
b. Did he do this on purpose?

Virginia is going 1o wizter the plant for her teacher. As she's water-
ing, the watering can hits a box of chalk, I falls, and onc picce
of chalk bieaks.

Sarah's teacher goes out of the room afier saying, "Stay in your
places.” When the tcacher leaves, Sarch goes to the blockl-oard
and starts to write. As she's writing the picce of chalt breaks.

a. Which little girl wanted to help her teach.-r?
b. Was it an accident that the chalk fell ond broke?

a. Which little girl did not listen tc her teacher?
b. Was it her fault that the chalk broke?

Fred is picking apples, and his friend is down below. When his
friend is looking the other way, Fred tckes an opple, looks down,
and diops it on his friend. It hits his friend's head.  'Cuch!™®

says his friendd,

Mickey i» nicking apple..  As he's looking up enu reaching for an
apple, the bianch that he's sitting on shaes.  An cpplc Lehind him
falls down, and hits his friend on the head. "Ouch!" says his
friend.

a. Which little boy was picking apples and an apple fell behind
him and hit his [riend?
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b. Was this an accidert?

a. Which litile Loy dropped @n opple on his friend?

b. Was this an accideni? Did he do this on put pose ?

Gerald comes home from football piaciize.  As he's walking vp e

steps, he trips and falls against the door and makes a litile craci in

the glass.

Hanry is coming homz from football practice, The coach elled at
Y g P

him during pracitce, so Henry is fecling bad.  He slams the door
behind him, and nakes a litile crack in the gluss.

a.  Which litile Loy tiippe ! and mude @ ciackin the glass
b. Was this an accident?

a. Which litle boy was engry and made o crack in the glass when
he slammed the door?
b. Did he do this on purpose?

Fourth Sassion

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Denise is skating. She's going backwards so she doesn't see her
friend behind her.  She buwps into her, and her friend falls,

Alice is skating. Her friend comes by. She's a very good skoter.
Alice doesn't like it that hor friend skates so well.  Waon her fiiend
skafes by, Alice pushes her. Her friend falls.

a. Which |
b. Which !

¢ gitl hit har friend by accident?
o giri was sorry she had hurt her friend?

a. Which little girl was jealous of her fifend?
b. Which little girl warnted her fiiend to fall?

w0 nuit. Sl

¢

Larry is carrying a box to the garage for Lis fathior
out of the box btut Lorry doesn't see them so he docsn't pic! them
up. Whan his father diives in that evening he gebs o fiat tire.

-rl
Iy

Dear: says, "l wonder if roil: make a tire flat . . ." He wanis to
find out 0 he throws two nails in the driveway. "Now I'll sec,”
says he. When his father drives in that evening, he gets a flat
tire.
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Which little boy didn't sce the nails?
Which little boy left the nails in the driveway by accident?

lagi e’

a. Which little boy wanted his father to get a flut tire?
b. Which little boy left the nails in the diiveway on purpose?

While Patiick®s faihor was away, Patrick noticed that his father's
pen was empty. He thought he'd help by filling the pen so it would
be ready when his father needed it. But while he was opening the
botile, the ink spilled and made o little spot on the tai-lecloth.

While Donald's father wias away, Donald thought it would be fun to
play with his futher's pen.  First he pleyed with it for a while,
then he made a spot on the tublecloth,

f

a. Which litile Loy wanted to help his father?
b.  Which litile boy didn't mean to spill the ink?

a. Which little boy was playing with his father's pen?
b. Which litile boy made the in< spot on purpose?

Eleanor is a Cirl Scout, out camping. While she's stirring the soup,
it spills and puts the fire out. The Scout Leader is mad and asks,
"Who put thz tire out?"

Shirley is a Girl Scout out camping. While waiting for the food to
come, Shirley starts 1~ waterfight. She throws o pail at her friend.
The friend ducks, and the water spills on the fire and puls it out.
The Scout Leader is mad, and asks, "Who pui the fire out?"

a. Which little girl was trying to be helpful ?
b. Which littic girl put the fire out by accident?

a. Which littie girl was disobzeying the rules?
b. Which littie girl put the fire out beecause she was deing some-
thing she viasn't supposed to?

Loraine is playing tag. She's always getting tagged by the other
girl. Loiaine doesn'’t like that. Next time the girl tags her, she
tags her back, right in the eye. The girl gets a little bruise.

Marcia is pluying tag. As she goes to touch another girl, Marcia
slips and fells.  While she's falling, her hand hits a friend who's
running by just then, right in the eye. The girl gets a little bruise.
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o. Which little girl fell and hit her friend in the cye?
b. Was this an accident?

a. Which little gitl tagged her friend in the eye because her

friend lept legging her?
b. Did she do this on purpose?

Fifth Sessien

2. L

»
>

Mike has his new Sundoy shoes o, "I think I climb a tice before
my mother geis hoac, " say: he to himself.  He climbs the tien, and
gets scratches on his new shocs,

Al has his new Sunday shocs o, "I think I'll pelish them befoie |
go to church," says he to himself. e gets a biush whichis <ld
and hard.  He doesn't know that.  Whan he staris to brush the shoes
he gets scratches on the new shoes,

a. Which litile boy wanted to polish his shocs but got sciaiches on
them because he used an old brush?
b. Was this an accident?

a. Which little bé)y scratched his shoes because he climbed o tree?
b. Did his mother say he could climb the tree?

Rackel's father tells her, "Don't walk on the new giass." Rachel
7 o

later is playing blindman's bufl.  She docsn't know where shz s,

and she walls right across the new grass.

Mazcia's father says, "Don't wolk on the new gross." Marcia sees
her friend, who calls to her, "Come on over and play." She's in «
hurry so she walks across the new grass.

a. Which little girl walkcd on the new grass bezause she was play-
ing blindman's buff and aidn't know where she was?
b. Vas this an accident?

a. Which little girl walked on the new grass bacause she was in a
hurry ?
b. Did she do this on purpose?

Alex is shopping with his mother. "Can | buy some candy, Mom?"
he asks. "Not today," she says. Alex feols bad, so he pushes the
carringe into the shelf. A ten cent bag of candy folls and spills.
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8. A.

Heib is shopning with his mother.  When she calls him, hatoom
his head to lool., so he docsn't see the box of candy in the oilile
of the aisle. He bumps into the box, and a ten cent bag of cundy

falls off the box and spills.

a. Which litile boy bumpad into a box of candy because he didn't
see it?
b. Was this an accident? Did h2 do this on purpose?

a. Which little Loy pushed the carrizge into ithe shelf becau.e niis
mother didn't buy hin some zandy?
b. Did he do this on purpose? Did he mecan to do this?

Some gitls are shkipping rope. Bridget hac a celdl When she starts
to cough, she puts her hnd 1o her mouth. But the vope s in he
hand so whon she docs it pulls the rope, and tips the gl who's
jumping in the middle.  The gil falis.

Some gils are skipping rope.  The girl in the middle is very good.
“Humph!" thinks Evelyn, "She thinks she's so good!"  So she pulls
the rope and it trips the giil who's jumiping in the middle.  She

falls.

a. Which little girl trips another little girl skipping tope becouse
she starts to cough and puis her hand to her mouth?
b. Was this an accident?

a. Which little girl tiips another little giil skipping rope becouse
she pulls the rope?
b. Was this an accident?

Frank is taking his dog for o walk. The dog is going too slow, so
Frank steps on his tail.  "Yelp!" says the dog and walks faster.

Ritchie is taking his dog for a walk. He hrears o big planc ond
fooks up. While looking up, he steps on his dog's tail.  "Yelpl"
says the dog and wolicn fasier,

a. Which boy stepped on his dog's tail because he looks up to
watch a big planz?
b. Was this an accident? Did he mean to step on his dog's tail?

a. Which little boy stepped on his dog’s tail because the dogy was
going too slow?
b. Did he mean to do this? Did he do tlis on purpose?
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Positest Stories
(A = Accidental; 1 = Intentional)

David came home fiom school. His mother was out, so David thought
that this would be a good time to get some ice cream. He opens the

refiigeiotor, and sces that theie i a lot of ice cieam.  So he hzlps
himself 1o a small dish of ice creum,

One day Peter's mothier made sandwichas for the bridge pariy that
night. Then she went out.  Then Peter came home fiomn school for
funch. He looks in the refrigeiator and sees the sandwiches.  He
doesn't know that the sandwiches are for the bridge party; he thinks
they're for his funch. So he cte some. That evening, Peter's mother
didn't have enough sandwiches for the company.

Joe and his father go to_the shopping center.  As they're getting out
of the car, his father s'csys,\"j\ov lock the car door." Bui Joe cocsn't
hear his fathor so he just c!oses’\%’door without locking it.  While
they'rc in the stor', a man comcs ulong and fakes a cameta out of the
car.

Bill is playing buseball with his old baschall bat. Bill's father says,
“Bill, come to supper and bring your bascball bat inside with you.™
But Bill wants to play with his bat after supper, so he leaves the baot
outside on the front lawn. Whilc he's eafing supper, o mun comes
along and takes the bat.

Doris is ali alone at home. She knows that her parents won't be home
til suppertime.,  She wants to see the things in the top of her parent's
closet.  So she climbs up on a chair.  As she's reaching for the things
in the closet, her mother's hat box fulls down and the hat gets bent o
little bit.

Jane comes in from playing ouiside. She feels real tired, so her
mother tells her to take a rest.  She walks over to the sofu and plops
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down. June dozsn® fnoy that her mothor lefi 1o Lat on e ooy,
]

When Jane plops down, she squuthes her mothei's hat all oot of shese.

One day it starts to rain,  Vivian's father says, "Go shut tle ca
windows so the seats won't cet weil"
windows except the back one.  She docsn't sce thet the bach window

i

Vivian goo, out and shuts ihie

is opuvn. She goes back inside and the rain gois the scat covers oll
wet. Her fathier has to get new scat covers.,

Andica ooz riding with her fother.  She wants him to g2t 21 somre
ice cicam.  But her futher soys, "Not today. \Welve got to ¢t oz
becuuse it's raining. " Andrea fools sod that <he can™ have ooy e

cicarn.  So when dhe g-fs ol of the cany, e dooon' et wiec b ar,

But it stops taining proetty coun, o only o Tttt i oo 1,
and It aeics up vight vy .
Run-'.ly went to the school l?'muy to get ¢ boo' for Liv e b, YWhen

he was coming back, he opencd the clasiroom door. Just then, o girl
was passing by with jars of finger puint.  Randy didn't know that she
was behind the door. He cpened *he door.  The door hits hoi s,
the jars fall out of her hand., and the finger paint spilled all over
the floor.

Clark was tickling the boy in front of him while the teacker wasn't
looking. Tha boy turned around to sce who was tickling him.  Clark
jerked his hand back so the boy wouldn't see him., When he jerked
his hand buck, it hit a small jar of water. A litile bit of water

spilied on the dosk,

Pachel's class is deing spelling.  Rachel is tired of spelling.  V/hen

the class is pelling, she just plays with the pencil shargz oo, Vhen
she does, a few little scraps fall on the floor.

Sonia’s teacher asks, “Who will help sharpen the pencils?* Seria
says, "l will, teacher.” She wonts to hzlp so much that she turns
the handle too hard.  The pencil sharpener falls over and all the
saraps fall e the flow-. The teacho fas to got o Lrosa o0l cleun
all the scraps up.

It's wintertime.  Gary is throwing snowballs.  Heo seesa cor coming
by, so he throws a snowbail at the car. The snowball hits the wind-~
shicld. The diiver has to stop, get out, and clean tie windshield,

It's wintertime. Roger is in his yard playing with ancther boy. He
throws a snowball at his friend. But his hand siips. The snowball
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goes over the fence and hits a car that's coming dewn the sticet. It
hits the windshicld and the diiver can't sce wheie he is going. e
runs right into a telephene pole and smashes vp the fiont of the car.

8. A. Oue day, Linda goes to scliool.  Her mother says, "Bring your rain-=
coat." Bul Linda is in such o lurry thut she forgels to bring her
raincoat. That aftainnen, it rains very hard when she's coming home.,
Her diess gets all wet, and she geots a cold, and has to sioy out of

school three days.

8. 1. Onc day May goos fo schiool. Her mother says, "Bring your raincoat.™
But May doewn't litke to wen her raincoat, so she leaves it at howne,
That afternoon, it rains a little when sha's coming hene. Her cic s
gels a little bit wet,  Bub it stops vary quiclly, the son comen cut,
and her diess dries 1ight away.

9. A. Barbara decides she'll clean her room so that her mother won't hove
so much work to do. Barbata puts her big doli in the toy box cnd
then she puts the wooden blocks in too.  Barbura didn't thini thsi
the blocks would hurt the doll, but when she put the blocks in the
toy box, they fell on the pretty doll and broke it all to pieces.

9. L Amy wants to watch television, but her mother says, "Turn off the
TV, Amy becouse | want to talk with my fricna heie.” Amy doesn't
like that, because she can't watch her favorite program.  So when
her mother leaves the room, Amy picks up a doll and ciops it on the
foor. The doll's finger breaks off.

10. 1. Ted is walking thiough the park cating a bancna.  When he finishes,
he throws the banana peel behind him beceuse he figures it's too far
to walk over to thz trash can. A man comes walking bohind Ted and
starts to slip on the banana peel.  But he doesn't fall; he gets his
balonce agein and stays stancing up.

[0. A. Reggie is running through the park to play marbles with his friend.
As he's running, o markle falls out of his bag. He docsn't sec it
because it falls Lenind him.  Along comes a man cehind Keggic, anc
slips on the marble. He falls down and gets a cut on his head.

[t. 1. John is at supper. He's eaten all his food except the potatoes.  His
mother says, "If you don't cut your polatoes, you can't have any de~
sert. So when his father and mother are busy talking and they're not
looling, John pushes his plate and it knocks over the salt shakcr and
a little salt spills.
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Peter and his parris are al supper.  His mothar needs some 1ur o0 o
f PP -
. ' .oy
Peter says, "P'll pass it to you, Mother." As Peter recachosquiltly
for the sugur bowl, his hand hits the botile of milk, and the wils.

spills all over the table.

Kate is getting tired of sitting and waiting while her mother is
shopping.  So Kale runs up and down the aisles in the grocey store.
The cletk tells her, “"Slow dewn! Be more cereful!” Bul Kate
doesn't pay much attention o him. She stails tc run.again whon he
isn't loolking., As she turns the comer, her hand hits o box of
Kleenz2x and it falls to the floor.

Fam goes grocery shopping with her moihei.  Her mother says, "Oh
I forgot the Letchup and it's way at the back of the store!™  Pam
says, "I'll get it for you, mother.™ As she's taking the bottle off
the shelf, sha doesn't lift the bottle high enough and two bottles of
Fetchup fall off the shelf and break. The ketchup pills all over
the floor.
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APPENDIX B

Materials and Supplimentary Information for Experiment:
The Relationship Between Type of Sanction,
Story Content anrd Children's Judgments

Whieh are Independent of Sanction
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PRETEST QUESTIONS

1. What do you think would happen to a chiid i1f he/she did something
really good? What wouid his mother give him/her?

2, What do you think would happen to a child if he/she did something
really bad? What would his mother do?

SAMPLE STORY

A little child played store with his/her brother and sister. His/
her mother gave him/her a good surprise. Was playing store good or
1 bad? Why? Why did he/she get a surprise?

I. NR (Neutral Act, Reward)

1. A little child was sitting in his/her room reading a book. His/
her mother came in and gave him/her a good surprise. Do you think
reading book was good or bad? Why? Why did he/she get a surprise?

2, A little child was sitting on the fdcor stacking his/her blocks.
His/her mother gave him/her a good surprise. Was stacking the
blocks good or bad? Why? Why did the boy/girl get a surprise?

3. A little chiid went to his/her room and played with his/ker toys.
His/her mother came in and gave him/her a good surprise. Was playing
with the toys in his/her room good or bad? Why? Why did she/her

get a surprise?

II. NP (Neutral Act, Punishment)

4, A little child was playing in his/her room with "iis/her cat. His/
her mother came in ard got mad, and spanked him/her. Was playing with
his/her cat good or bad? Why? Why did she get apanked?

5. A little child was riding his/her trike outside with his/her friends.
His/her mother came outside, got mad, and spanked him/her. Was riding
his/her trike with his/her friends good or bad? Why? Why did he/she
get spanked?

6. A little child was coloring in his/her coloring book. His/her
mobther got mad and spanked him/her. Was coloring in his/her color-
ing book good or bad? Why? Why did he/she get spanked?
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III.

1v.

V.

BR:r(Bad Act, Reward)

7. A little child pushed his/her baby sister down and made the
beby cry. The mother gave the child a good surprise. Was pushing
the baby down and making her cry good or bad? Why? Why did he/she
get a supprise?"

8. A lit-le child tore up his/her .unice new book and his/her mother
gave him/he a good surprise. Was tearing the book up bad or good?
Why? Why did she/he get a surprise?

9. A little child scribbled with lipstick all over the bathroom wails.

His/her mother gave nim/her a good surprise. Was scribbling all over
the bathroon walls good or bad? Why? Why did he/she get a surprise?

BP (Bad Act, Punishment)

10. A little child opened a new package of cereal and dumped in on
the faddor. His/her mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was opening
the cereal and dumping it on the flocw good or bad? Why? Why did
he/she get spanked?

11. A little child spit on his/her little brother. His/her mother
got mad and spanked him/her. Was spitting on his/her little brother
good or bad? Why? Why did the child get spanked?

12, A little child was all ready to go to a party with his/her mother
with his/lier new clothes on. He/she ran out in the mud and got all
dirty. His/her mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was running out
in the mud and getting dirty good or bad? Why? Why did he/she get
spanked?

GR (Good Act, Reward)

13. A little child carri«d the groceries in for his/her mother. His/
her mother gave him/her & good surprise. Was taking in the gorceries
for his/her mother good cs bad? Why? Why did he/she get a surprise?

14, A little child sv:;t the floow for his/her mother. His/her mother
gave her/himod good surprise. Was sweeping the floorrgood or bad? Why?
Why did the child get a surprise?

15. A little child helped his/her mother fold the clothes. His/her

wocher gave him/her a good surprise. Was folding the clothes good
or bad? Why? VWhy did he/she get a surprise?
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VI.

GP (Good Act, Punishment)

16. A little child was tending his/her baby brother for his/her
mother, His/her mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was tending
the baby brother good/or bad? Why? Why did he/she get spanked?

17. A litrle child ate his/her supper all gore. His/her mother
got mad and spanked him/her. Was eating his/her supper all gone
good or bad? Why? Why did he/she get spanked?

18. A little child picked up all his/her toys and cleaned his/
her room. His/her mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was pick-
ing up the toys and cleaning the room good or bad? Why? Why did
he/she get spanked?
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TABLE 23

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE SUMMARY TABLE
FOR JUDGMENTS OF GOOD

[ SOURCTI df MS ¥
A (age) 1 2.29 4, 1o+
B (subjects) 30 0. 68 1. 24
C {sanction) 1 53. 1% 96. 6O -
AC ] 2.75 2. 58
BC 30 1. 06 1. 93
f D (content) 2 70. 39 127. 985 %
AD 2 1.31 1.98
BD 60 0.69 1. 18
CD 2 3. 64 6, 63
ACD - {within) 2 .58 -
BCD - (Letween) 60 . 55 -
Error 0 0.00
*p «.05
#% p ¢ .01
158
N




ERIC

[Aruitoxt provided by Eric:

POCMTZ CF COOD

MELN SCORE Fon N

N
n
!

Figure 5.

~
~
= Lward
- U YRR fRRY Y |
Cme e e e e —
-
\
\
\
\\
\ b
\
\
\
\
\
v
1 '
cood LT o
CONTENT CUNLTINT TV ONT

The Mean Number of Responses of Good for the
Three Types of Story Content and Two Kinds

of Story Sanction

159

163




APPENDIX C

Materials and Supplimentarv Information for Experiment:

1 The Effect of Training Childlren

To Make Moral Judgments

That are Independent of Sanctions
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PRETEST STORIES

1. A little child was practicing his violin. His mother got mad and
spanked him. Was practicing the violin good or bad? Why wae that good/
bad? Why did his mother get mad and spank him?

2. A little child was tending the baby for his/her mother. His/her
mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was tending the baby good or bad?
Why was that good/bad? Why did the mother get mad and gpan the child?

3. A little child was sweeping the floor for his/her mother. His/her
mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was sweeping the fdoor good or bad?
Why was that good/bar? Why did the mother get mad and spank the child?

4. A little child was watching TV quiety while his/her mother was
getting supper. His/her mother got mad- and spanked him/her. Was
watching TV quiety good or bad? Why was thet good/bad? Why did the
mother get mad and spank him/her?

5. A little child ate his supper all gene. His/her mother got mad and
spanked him/her. Was eating his/her supper all gone good or had? Why
was that good or bad? Why ddd the mother get mad and spank the child?

6. A little child dressed up like an Indian and chopped a hole in his/
her mother's table with a hatchet. His/her mother got mad-and spanked
him/her. Was chopping the hole in the table good or bad? Why was that
good/bad? Why did the mother get mad and spank the child?

7. A little child took the swing &way from his/her friend so he/she
would swing. His/her mother got mad and sp~nked him/her. Was taking
the swing away from his/her friend good or bad? Why was that good/bad?
Why did the mother get mad and spank him/her?

8. A littleechild jumped on the table.. His/her mother got mad and
spanked him/her. Was jumping on the table good or bad? Why was that
good/bad? Why did the mother get mad and spank the child?

9. A little child poured milk all over the table. His/her mother got
mad and spanked him/her. Was pouring milk all over the table good or
bad? Why was that good/bad? Why did the mother get mad and spanked
the child?

10. A little child scribbled with crayon all over the walls. Hig/her
mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was scribbling all over the walls
with crayon good or bad? Why was that bad/good? Why did the mother
get mad and spank him/her?




POSTTEST STORIES

1. A little child was hanging out the clothes for his/her mother. His/
her mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was hanging out the clothes
good or bad? Why was that good/bad? Why did the mother get mad and
spank. him/her?

2. A little child was dusting the furniture for his/her mother. His/
her mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was dusting the furniture
good or bad? Why was that good/bad? Why did the mother get mad and
spank him/her?

3. A little child was sitting quietly coloring a picture. His/her
mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was sitting quietly coloring =
picture gond or bad? Why was that good/bad? Why did the mother
get mad and spank him/her?

4. A litrtle child was sitting quietly holding his/her doll. His/her
mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was sitting quietly holding his/
her doll good or bad? Why was that good/bad? Why did the mother get
mad and 8pank him/her?

5. A little child waspicking up his/her toys. His/her mother got
mad and spanked him/her. Was picking up his/her toys good or bad? Why
was that good/bad?! Why did the mother get mad and spank him/her?

6. A little child took some matches out of the house and started a
fire. His/her mcther got mad and spanked him/her. Was taking some
matches out of the house and starting & fire good or bad? Why was
that good/bad? Why did the mother get mad and spank him/her?

7. A little child wiped his/her muddy hands all over his/her mother's
clean sheets. His/ber mnther got mad and spanked him/her. Was
wiping his/her muddy hands all over his/her mother's clean sheet good
or bad? Why was that good/bad? Why did the mother get mad and

spank him/her?

8, A little child jumped on the bed and threw his/her pillow and
wouldn't go to sleep. His/her mother got mad and spanked him/her.
Was jumping on the bed and throwing his/her pillow and not going to
sleep good or bad? Why was that good/bad? Why did the mother get
mad and spank him/her?

9. A little child threw snowball at his/her friend. His/her mother get

mad and sparked him/her. Was throwing snowballs at his/her friend
good or bad? Why was that ¢-~ad/bad? Why did the mother get mad and
spank him/her?

/b6




A little chiic was painting and painted all wver the floors and
walls. His/her mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was painting
all over the floors add walls good or bad? Why was that gocd/bad?
Why did the mother get mad and spank him/her?

10.
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TRAINING STORIES FOR THE
VERBAL DISCRIMINATLUN GROUP

1. A little girl cleaned up the yard. She picked up all the trash and
put it in a corner c¢f the yard. Her mother got mad and spanked her.
Was cleaning up the yard good or bad?

2. A lit*le boy ran out in the rain in his new Sunday shoes. He ran

in a puddle and got his shoes all muddy. His mother got mad and spanked
hims Was running out in the rain and-getting his shoes all muddy good
or had?

3. This little girl was putting valentines in the boxes a* school. The
other children were running around and making a lot of noise. The
teacher punished the whole class and wouldn't let them go outside. Was
putting valentines in the boxes at school good or bad?

4, This little boy was one of the xids in the schoo making a noise by
blowing on a horn. The teacher didn't let hny of the kids go outside.
Was blowing the horn in the school room good or bad?

5. This little girl cleared up ner room and put away her shoes. Her
mother got mad and spanked.her. Was cleaning up her room and putting
away her shoes good or bad?

6. This little boy went fishing to catch some fish for his family's
supper because there were out camping. He got his line all tangled

up and the fish hook stuck in his finger. That really hurt his finger
and he started to cry. He wished he hadn't ever gone fishing. Was
goddg fishing and catching fdsh for his family good or bad?

7. This little boy went riding on his horse alone when he was suppesed
to ride with someone else. His mother got mad and spanked him. Was rid-
ing the horse alone good or bad?

8. This little girl tied her shoes all by herself. Her mother got mad
and spanked her. Was tying her shoes good or bdd?

9. This little boy was being mean to the ants and wouldn't let them out
of the jar. Ther the ants started to die in the jar. His mother got
mad and spanked him, Was keeping the ants in the jar good or bad?

10. This little boy was playing baseball. He threw the bail through
the window and broke it all to pieces. His mother got mad and spanked
him{ Was throwing the ball through the window good or bad?

11. This little girl picked all her mommy's pretty flowers and threw

them on the ground because she was mad. Her mother got mad and spanked
her. Was picking the flowers and throwing them on the ground good or bad?
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13. This little girl was playing with her ball in the street. Her
mother got mad and spanked her. Was playing in the street good or
bad?

14. This little girl picked up zll the toys in her room. Her mother
got mad and spanked her. Was picking up the toys in her room good
or bad?

15. This little girl was painting a pretty picture. Her mother got
mad and spanked her. Was painting the pretty picture good or bad?

16. This little boy tied his friend #p in a tree. His mother got
mad and spanked hém. Was tying his friend in the tree good or bad?

17. This little girl was feeding the kittens some nice, warm milk.
One of the kittens put pp it's paw and scratched the little girl. It
hurt and she cried. Was feeding the kiti¢ns the warm milk goor or had?

18. This little girl was feeling soiry for herself so she sat in her
room and wouldn't come to eat supper. Her wother got mad and spanked
her. Was sitting in her room and not going to supper good or bad?

19. This little boy was planting a garden and helping plant some pretty
flowers. His mother got mad and spanked him. WYas pla.ting the garden
and helping plant some pretty flowers good or bad?

20. This little boy took his little brother and went sleigh riding. As
they were going down the hill, they hit a big rock and they both fell off
the sleigh. They both got hurt real bad and started to cry. Wwas going
sleigh riding with his little brother good or bad?

21. This little boy got into the paint when he wasn't supposed to and
painted all over the walls and made a big mess. His mother got mad
2nd spanked nim. Was painting all over the walls good or bad?

22. This little boy was staking his blocks and playing quietly in his
room. His mother got mad and spanked him. Was stacking his blocks
and playing quietly in his room good or bad?

23, This little boy was coloring in nhis coloring books. His mother got
méd and spanked him. Was coloring jin his coloring book good or bad?

24. This little girl was playing dress-up in her mommy's new dress. Her
mother got mad and spaaked her. Was playing dress-up in her mommy's
new dres good or bad?

25, This little bey was being nice to his dog and playing ball with him.
The dog jumped up and bit his leg. Was playing ball with the dog good
or bad?

26, This little girl was watering her mother's flowers. Her mother got
mad and spanked her. Was watering the flowers good or bad?
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27. TYhis little boy was playing Indian with his friends. He decided
that he wouldn't ghare anything with them. His mother got mad and spanked
him. Was not sharing with his friends good or bad?

28. This little boy was swinging in his swing. His mother got mad and
spanked him. Was swinging in the swing good or bad?

29. This little boy was mopping up a glass of water that he spilled.
His mother got mad and spamked him. Was mopping up the spilled water good
or bad?

30. This little girl was sitting quietly reading a book. Her mother got
mad and spanked her. Was sitting quietly reading a book good or bad?

31, A iittle boy was being mean to his dog and was hitting the dog real
haed. The dog barked and bit the boy. Was being mean and hitting the
dog good or bad?

32. This little girl shared her train with her little brother. Her
mother got mad and spanked her. Was sharing the train with her little
brother good or bad?

33. These little boys were playing together. The one littie boy grabbed
the other boy'!s pole and it made the boy fall down. His mother got mad
and spanked him. Was grabhing the pole good or bad?

34, This little boy pushed the other little boy in the swimming poél.
His mother got mad and spanked him. Was pushing his friend in the
swimming pool good or bad?

35, These little boys were playing nicely and sharing the ball. The
mother got mad and spanked bhem. Was sharing and faying with the ball
good or bad?

36. These two little kids were swimmhing. Thelr mother got mad and
spanked them. Was swimming good or bad?

37. This little boy squirted his sister with the hose. His mother got
mad and spanked him. ¥as squirting his sister with the hose good or
bad?

38. This little boy pulled the plug out of his daddy's razor. His mother
got mad and spanked him. Was pulling the plug out of his daddy's razor
good or bad?

39. This little girl mopped the kitchen floow for her mommy. Her mother
gct mad and spanked her. Was mopping the foor good or bad?

40. This little girl tracked mud in the house. Her mother got mad and
spanked her. Was tracking mud in the house good or bad?

41. This little girl splashed water all ower the bathroom floor. Her
mother got mad and spanked her. Was splashing water all over the floowv




bad?

42. This little girl was swinging in a swing. Her mother got mad and
spankec her. Was swinging in the swing good or bad?

43. These little boys were playing cowboys together. One boy was
pulling the other boy in a wagon. His mother got mad and spanked
him. Was pulling his friend in the wagon goc or bad?

44. This little girl threw her doll on the floor and broke it all
to pieces. She cried. Her mother got mad and spanked her. Was
throwing the doll on the floor and breaking it good or bad?

45. This little girl was coloring her coloring book. Her mother
got mad and spanked her. Was coloring in the coloring book good
or bad?

46. This little boy was cutting out a bear he drew on some: paper.
His mother got mad and spanked him. Wascutting out the bear good or
bad?

47. This little boy pulled his sister's braids and made her cry. His
mother got mad and spanked him. Was puiling his sister's braids
good or bad?

48. These children were playing London Bridges Fall Down. One little
girl tripped and £ell down and eut her knee. She cried because it
hurt very badly. Was playing London Bridges good or bad?

49. These children were playing house. The little boy got mad so he
took the little girl's doll away from her and wouldn't give it back.
His mother got mad and spanked him. Was taking the doll away from
the girl good or bad?

50. This little girl put on her mobher's apron and cleaned up the
kitchen. Her mother got mad and spanked her. Was cleaning up the
kitchen good or bad?

51. This little boy sneaked in the house to get some cookies. He
knocked over the cookie jar and a glass of water and they broke. His
mother got mad and spanked him. Was sneaking in to get some cookies
and breaking the cookie jar and glass good or bad?

52. These children were cédoring in their coloring boosk. Tneir mother
got mad and spanked them. Was coloring in the coloring book good or
bad?

53. This little girl was playing dress up in her mother's odd clothes.
Her mother got mad and spanked her. Was playing dress-up good or bad?

4. These children were fighting a-d were both trying to pull the train
away from the other one. Their mother got mad and spanked thFem. Was
fighting and pulling the train good or bad?
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55. This little boy was being nice to the dog and petting it. The
dog bit the boy's hand. Was being nice and petting the dog good or bad?

56. These kids were walking quietly in Sunday School. Their teacher
got mad at them. Was walking quietly gcod or bad?

57. This little boy took his brother's stilts when his brother didn't
know. His mother got mad and spanked him. Was taking the stilts good
or bad?

58. This little girl was washing her facr and brushing her teeth. Her
mother got mad and spanked hér. Was washing her face and brushing her
teeht good or bad?

59. This little girl was washing the dishes for her mother. Her mother
got mad and spanked her. Was washing the digh-s for her mother sood
or bad?

60. This little girl yelled at her mother and cziled her "stupid". Her

mother got mad snd spanked her. Was yelling her mother and ca.ling her
"stupid' good or bad?
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EPRAINING STORTES FOR THE
DISCUSSiON GROUP

1. A little girl oleaned up the yard. She picked up all the trash and
put it in a corner of the yard. Her mother got mad and spanked her. Was
cleaning up the yard good or bad? Why was it good oxr bad? Why did

the mother spank her?

2. A little boy ran out in the rain in his new Sunday shoes. He ran in
a puddle and got his shoes all muddy. His mother got mad and spanked
him. Was running out in the rain and getting his shoes all muddy good
or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did his wother spank him?

3. This little girl was putting valentines in the boxes at school. The
other children were running around and making a lot of noise. The
teacher punished the whole class and wouldn't let them go outside, Was
putting the valentinves in the boxes at schoo! good or bad? Why was it
good or bad? Why did the ceacher punish the whole class?

4. This little boy was one of the kids in school making a noise by
blowing on a horn. The teacher didn't let any of the kids go outside.
Was blowing the horn in the school room good or bad? Why was it good or
bad? Why wouldn't the teacher let any of the kids go outside?

5. This little girl cleaned up her room and put away her shoes. Her
mother got mad and spanked her. Was cleaning up her room and putting
away her shoes good or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did her mother
spank her?

6. This little boy went fishing to catch some £ish for his family's
supper because they were out camping. He got his line all tangled up
and the fish hook stuck in his finger. That really hurt his finger and
he started to cry. He wished hadn't ever gcme fishing. Was going
fishing and catching fish for his family good or bad? Why was it good
or bad? Why did his line get all tangled up and the fish hook stuck

in his finger?

7. This little hoy went riding on his horse alone when he was supposed
to ride with someomeedse. His mother got mad and spanked him? Was
riding the horse alone good or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did
his mother spank him?

8. This litrle girl tied her shoes all by herself. Her mother got
mad and spanked her. Was tying her shoes good or bad? Why was it good
or bad? Why did her mother spank her?

9. This little boy was being mean to the ants and wouldn't let them oat
of the jar. Then the ants started to die.in the jar. His mother got mad

and spanked him. Was keeping the ants #n the jar good or bad? Why was
it good or bad? Why did his mother spank him?
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10. This little boy was playing baseball. He threw the ball throug
the window and broke it -'all to pleces. His mother got mad and spanked
him. Was throwing the ball through the window good or bad? Why was
it good or bad? Why did his mother spank him?

11. This 1ittle girl picked all he.' mommy's pretty flowers and threw
them on the ground because she was mad. Her mother got mad and spanked
her. Was picking the flowers and throwing them on the ground good or
bad? Why was it good or had? Why did her mother spank her?

12, This little girl was picking some flowers to give to a sick, old
lady. Her mother got mad and spanked hex. Was picking the flowers

to give the sick, old lady good or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did
her mother spank her?

13. This little girl was playing with her ball in the street. Her
nother got mad and spanked her. Was playing in the street good or bad?
Why was it good or bad? Why did her mother spank her?

14, This little girl picked up all the toys in her room. Her mother
got mad and spanked her. Was picking up the toys in her toom good or
bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did her mother spank her?

15. This little girl was painting a pretty picture. Her mother got
mad and spanked her. Was painting the pretty picture good or bad?

16. This little boy tied his friend up in a tree. His mother got mad
and spanked him. Was tying his friend in the tree good or bad? Why was
it good or bad? Why did his mother spank him?

17. This little girl was feeding the kittens some nice, warm milk. One
of the kittens put up it's paw and scratched the little girl. I¢ hurt
and she cried. Was feeding the kittens the warm milk good or tad? Why
was it good.or bad? Why did the kitten scratch the little girl?

18. This little girl was feeling sorry for herself so she sat in her room
and wouldn’t come out to eat supper. Her mother got wad and spanked her.
Was sitting in her room and got going to supper good or bad? Why was

it good or bad? Why did his mother spank hew?

19. This'little boy was planting a garden and helping plant some pretty
flowers. His mother got mad and spanked him. Was planting the garden
and hilping plant some pretty flowers good or bad? Why was it good or
bad? Why did his mother spank him?

20. This little boy took his little brother and went sleigh riding. As
they were going down the hill, they hit a big rock and they both fell
off the sleigh. They both got hurt real bad and started to cry. Was
going sleigh riding with his little brother good or bad? Why

was 1t good or bad? Why did they hit a rock and fall off the sleigh?
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21. This little boy got into the pairt when he wasn't supposed to a:d
painted all over the walls and made a big mess. His mother got mad and
spanked him. Was painting &ll over the walls good or bad? Why wss it
good or bad? Why did his mother spani him?

22. This little boy was stacking his bSlocks and playing quietly in “is
room. His mother got mad and spanked him. Was stacking his blocks an?
playing quietly in his room goed or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why
did his mother spank him?

23, This little boy was coloring in his coloring books. His mother
got mad and spanked him. Was coloring his coloring book good or bad?
Why was it good or bad? Why did his mother spank him?

24, This litt’e girl was playing dress-up in her mommy's new dress.
Her mother got mad and spanked her. Was playing dress-up in:her
mommy 's new dress good or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did her
mother spank her?

25. This little bey was beiny nice to his dog and p2aying ball wikh
him. The dog jumped up and bit his.leg. Was playing ball with the
dag good or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did the dog bite his
leg?

26. This little girl was watering her mother's flowers. Her mother
got mad and spanked her. Was watering the flowers good or bad? Why
was 1if. good or bad? Why did her mother spank her?

27. This little boy was playing Indian with his friends. He decided
that he wouldn't share anything with them. His mother got mad and
spanked him. Was not sharing with his f.iends good or bad? why

was it good or bad? Why did his mother spamk him?

28. This little boy was swinging in his swing. His mother got mad
and spahked him. Was ewyiknging in the swing good or bad? Why was it
good or bad? Vhy did his mother spank him?

29. This little bcy was mopping up a glass of witer that he spilled.
His mother got mad and spanked him. Was mopping up the spilled water
good or tad? Why was it good or bad? Why did his mother spank him?

30. This little girl was sitting quietly reading a book. Her mother
got mad and spanked her. Was sitting quietly reading a boock good or
bai? Why was it good or bad? Why did her mother spank her?

31. A little boy was being mean to this dog and was hitting.bkhe dog real
hard. The dog barked and bit the boy. Was being mean and hitting the
dog good or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did the dog biee the boy?

32. This lictle girl shared her trained with her little brother. Her
mother got mad and spanked her. Was sharing the training with her little
brother good or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did her mether spank
her?
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33. These little boys were play’'ng together. The cne iistle bey
grabbed rhe other boy's pols and it mace the boy fall down. His
mother got mad and spanked him. Was grabbing the pole good or bad?
Why was it good or bad? Why did h's mother spank him?

34. This little boy pvshed the other little boy in the swimming pool.
His mother got mad end spanked him. Was pushing his friend in the
swimming pool good or bad? Why was ‘t good or bad? Why did his mother
spahk him?

35. These little boys were pizying nicely and sharing the ball. The
mother got mad and spanked them. Was sharing and playing with the ball
good or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did the mother spank them:

36. These two little kids were swimming. Their mother got mad and
spanked them. Was swimming good or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why
did the mother spank them?

37. This little hoy squirted his sister with _Lhe hose. lis mother got
mad and spanked him., Was squirting his sister with the hose good or
bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did the mother spank him?

38. This little boy pulled the plug out of his daddy's razor. His
mother got mad and spanrked him., Was pulling plug out of his daddy's
razor good or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did his mother spank
him?

39. This little gir} mopped the kitchen floor for her mommy. Her
mother got mad and spamked her. Was mopping the floor good or bad?
Why was it good or bad? Why did her mother spank her?

40. This little girl tracked mud in the house. Her mother got mad
and spanked h.r. Was tracking mud in the house good or bad? Why
was it good or bad? Why did her mother spank her?

41, This little giral splashed water all over the bathroom floor. Her
mother got mad and spanked her. Was splashing water all over the floor
good or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did her mother spank her?

42. This little girl was swinging in a swing. Her mother got mad and
spanked her. Wss swinging in the swing good or bad? Why was it good
or bad? Why did her mother spank her?

43. These little boys were playing cowboys together. One boy was pulling
the other boy in a wagon. His mother got mad and spamked him. Was
pulling his friend in the wagon gnod or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why
did his mother spat™ nim?

44, This little gira threw her doll on the floor and broke it all to
piece. She cried. Her mother got mad and spanked her. Was throwing the
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coll on the flrovr and breakines it goed or ba’? VWhy was it good or '
bad? Why dic¢ oer mother svenx her? ’

45. This little girl was colrring ber coloring hook. Her mother got
mad and spanked her. Was colcv’n» in the coloring hook good or bad?
Why was it good or bad? Why <'d her mother spank her?

46. This little boy was cutting out a bear he drew on some paper, His
mother got mad and spanked him. Was rutting out the bear good c¢r “ad?
Why was it good or bhad? Whv did his rother spank him?

47. This little boy pulled his sister's braids and made her cry. His
mother got mad and spanked him. Was pulling ‘s sister's braids good or
bad? Why waes it bad or good? Why did his mother spank him?

48. T.ese children were playing lconden Bridges Falling Down. One little
gird tripped and fell down and cut her knee, She cried because it hurt
very badly. Was playing London Bridges good or bad? Why was it good or
bad? WVhy did she fall down and cut her knee?

49. These children were playing house. The little boy got mad so he
took the little girl's doll away from her and wouldn't give it back.
His mother ;ot mad and spanked him. Was taking the doll away from the
girl good or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did his mother spanked
him?

50. This'little girl put on *»r mother’'s apron and cleaned up the kitchen.
Her mother got mad and spanked her. Was cleaning up the kitchen good cor
bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did her mother spank her?

51. This 1little boy sneaked in the house o get some cookies. He
knocked over the cookie jar and a glass of water and they broke. His
mother got mad and spanked him. Was sneaking in to get some cookies and
breaking the cookie jar and glass good or bad? Why was it good or bad?
Why did his mother spank him?

52, These children were coloring in the:r coloring book, Their mother
got mad and spaaked them. Was coloring in the coloring boek good or bad?
Why wes it good or bad? Why did the mo*her gpark them?

53. This little girl was playing dress-up in her mother's old clothes.
Her mother got mad and spanked her. Was playing dress-up good or bad?
Why was it good or bad? Vhy did her mother spank .er?

54. These children were fighting and were both trying to p 11 the train
away fromibhe other one. Their mother got mad and spanked them. Was
fighting and pulling the train good or bad? Why was it good or bad? Why
did the mother spank them?

55. This little boy was being nice to the dog and petting it. The dog
bit the boy's hand. Was being nice and petting the dog good or bad? Why
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was it ;cod or bad? Vhv did the dog blte the boy's hand?

56. These kids were walking guietly in Sunday School. Their teacher
got mad at them. Was walking -uielly good or bad? VWay was it good
or bad? Why did the teacher get mad at them?

57. This little boy too% his brother's stilts when his brother ¢idn't
know. 1lis mother got mad and spanked :im. Was taking the stilts gecod
or bad? Why was it good or baé? Why c¢id his mother spank him?

58. This little girl was washing her face and brushing her teeth. Her
mother got mad: and spanked her. Was washing her face and brushing her
teeth good or bad? Why was it geod or bad? Why did her mether spank her?

59. This little girl was washing the dishes for her mother. Her mother
got mad aud spanked her. Was washing the dishes for her mother ¢ d or
bad? Why was it good or bad? Why did her mother spank her?

60. This little girl yelled at her mother and called her "stupid'.

Her mother got mad and spanked her. Was yelling at her mother ané calling
her "stupid" good or bad? Wiy was it good or bad? Why did her mother
spank her?
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Accditional
Indeperdence of Sanctions Stories

A little boy was practlcing his violin. His mother got
mad and spanked him. Was pracsicing the violin good or
bad? Why was that goocd/bad? Why ¢id the mother get
mad and spank him?

A little girl was tending the baby for her mother. Her
mother got mad and spanked :her. Was tending the baby
good or bad? Why was that good/bad? Why did the mother
get mad and epe~% her?

A little boy scribbled with crayon mll over the walls. liis
mother got mad and spanked him. Was scribbling all over the
wall wdth crayon goud or bad? Why was inat good/bad? Why
did the mother get mad and spank him?

A little girl was sweeping the floor for her mother. iier
nother got mad and spanked her. Was sweeping the floor
good or tad? Why did the mother get mad and spank het?

A little boy was watching TV quietly while his mother was
getting supper. His mother got mad :nd spanked bim. Was
watching TV good or bad? Why did the mother get mad

and spank him?

A little girl ate uner supper all gone. Her mother got mad

and spanked her. Was eating her supper all .gone good or
bad? Wiy did the mother get mdd and spank the child?
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Ki.

K2,

K3.

Ké4,

K5.

K6.

Additiona Stories

A little girl washed the dishes for her mother. Her mother
got mad and spanked her. Is washing the dishes good or bad?
Why did her mommy spank her?

A little boy was playing quietly in his room. His mommy got
mad and spaanked him. Is playing quietly in his room good or
bad? Why did his mommy spank him?

A little girl very carefully did the dusting for her mother.
Mommy got mad and spanked her. Is dusting carefully good
or bad? Why did iier mommy spank her?

A little boy raked the leaves for his daddy. Daddy got mad
and spanked him. Is raking the leaves zvod or bad? Why did
his daddy spank him?

A little boy came straight from school. His mommy got mad

and spanked him. Is coming straight home. from school good

or bad? Why did his mommyv spank him?

A little girl set the table for her mother. Her mother got

mad and spanked her. Is setting the table xood or bad?
Why did his mommy spank her?
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APPENDIY 1

Materials and Supplimentarv Information for Experiment

The Effect of Training Four- and Five-vear-old
Children to ‘“ake Moral Judgments

Independent of Sanctions
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A FullToxt Provided by ERIC

1.

TRAININC 1
STORY-QUESTIONS

A little child was washing the Jishes for his/her
mother. His/her mother got mad and spanked him/her.
was washing the dishes for his/her mother good or bad?

A little child was making noise in the classroom by
blowing a horn when he/she was supposed to be listen-
ing to the teacher. The tes~her.got mad and spanked
him/her. Was blowing the horn in the classroom when
she/he was supposcd to listern good or had?

A little child ran out inte the rain in his/her now
sunday shors. He/she ran in a puddle and got his/her
shoes all muddy. Yis/her mother got mad and spanked
him/her. Was ru.r.:ng out in the rain and getting his/
her shocs muddy goow or bad?

A little child tock his/her brother's stilts away Irom
him and knocked him down. His/her mother got mad and
spanked him/her. Was taking ris/her brother's stilts
away and knociking him/her down good or bad?

A little child was washing his/her face and brushing
his/her tecth after breakfast. His/her mother c¢ot mad
and spanked him/her. Was washing his/her face and
brushing his/her tceth good or bad?

A little child was swinaging in his/her swing. His/her
mother got mad and svanked him/her. #as swinging in
the swing gcod or bad?

A little child was playing baseball and threw the ball
and broke a window. His/her mother got nad and
spanked him/her. Was throwing the ball through a
window gceod or had?

2 little child was Meinc rean to his/her doa and
hitting it with his/rer hand. His/her mother got mrad

and spanked him/hcer. Was being mean to the dog and
hitting it with bhis/her hand good or bha??
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9.

10.

A little child was helping his/her mother pick some
flowers to give to a sick friend. FHis/hevr mother got
mad and spanked him/her. Was helping his/her mother
pick flowers to give to a sick friend good or bhadz?

A little child was sharing his/her toy train. Vis/her
mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was csharing the
toy train good or bhad?




STORY~-QUESTTONS

A littie child jumped on the kitchen table and broke a
glass. His/her mother got mad and spanked hin/her.
Was jumping on the table and breaking the glass good
oxr bad?

A little child was playing 1ndian with his/her friends.
'e/she took his/her rother's sharp knives out of the
Kitchor +to play in the dirt. His/her mother got mad

and spanxed hin/her. Wwas plaving Indiap vwi1th the sharp

knives from the kitchen good or bad?

A little child was playing with his/her plastic balls.
Wwhen he/she was finished ha/she put all of the plastic
balls in “he toy chest where they belonged. His/her
mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was putting the
plastic balls pack in the toy chest where they be-

longed good or bad?

A little child was playing quietly in the backyard.
His/her mother got mad and spanked him/her. Uas play-
ing guietly good or bad?

A little child got mad at his/her mother and wouldn't
come to supper. He/she sat in his/her bedroom and
yelled. His/her mother got mad and spanked him/her.
Was sitting in his/her room and yelling good or bad?

A little child was sitting quietly and playing with
his/her dcll. BHis/her mother got mad and spanked
him/her. Was sitting guietly and playing with his/
her doll good or bad?

A little child was painting a picture with his paints
on a piece of paper. His/her mother got mad and
spanked him/her. Was paxnting with his/her paints on
the pepcr good oYX bad?

A littie child grabbed a toy away from his,her sister
and made her cry. His/her mother got made and spanked
him/her. Was arabbing the toy away from his/her
sister good or bad?
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10.

A little child was sharing his/her coloring book and
craycns with a friend. ilis/her mother got mad and
spanked him/her. Was sharing the coloring book and

crayons go»ad or bad?

A little child poured milk all over the
her mother got mcd and spanked him/her.
milk all over the table good or bad?
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STORY-QULSTIONS

A little child was helping his/her mother water the
£lowers. His/hcer mothex got mad and spanked him/her.
Was helping his/her mother water the flowers good or

bad?

A littie child threw his/hcr toy on the floor and

broke it into picces. His/her mother got wad and
spanked him/her. Was throwing his/her toy on the floor
and breaking it into picces good or bad?

A little child helped his/he+ mother clear his/her
floor and straighten his/her bedroom. Fis/her mother
got mad and spanked him/her. Was helping his/her
mother mop the rloor and ctraighten the bedroon good

or bad?

A little child was sitting quietly reading a book.
His/her mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was
sitting quietly reading a book good or bad?

A little child was te¢king a bath and squirted water
all over the floor ard walls. His/her mother got mad
and spanked him/her. Was squirting water ali over tne

walls and floor good or bad?

These children were playing together and sharing a
wagon. Their rother got mad and spanked them. Was
playing together and sharing their wagon good or bad?

A little child spilled paint all over the floor and
then used his/her mother's good mop to clean 1% up.
The paint got all over cverything and ruined his/her
mother/s good rmop. His/her mother got mad and spanked
him/her. Was spilling the paint and using his/her
nother's good mop to clean it up with gond »r bad?

.1 little child was sitting guietly coloring in ais/her

coloring book. His/her mother got mad and spanced him/
her. Was coloring quictly in his/her coloring book

yood or bad?
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A little child was dressed up like an Indian. He/che
chopped a hole in his/her mothar's table with the
hatchet. His/her mother got mad and spanked himn/her.
was chopping the hole in the table cood or bhad?

A little chiid tracked mud into the house on his/her
fect. liis/her mother got nud and spanked hin/her.
Was tracking mud into the house on nis/her feet good
or bad?
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TRAINTNG SESS10N 4

STORY-QUIESTTONS

A little child snea<ed in the house to get some cook-
jes. He/she knocked over the cookice jar and broke
the jar. Fis/her mothey got mad and spanked him/her.
Was snecaking into the house, getting some cookies,

and breaking the cookie jar good or hed?

A little echild Jocked his/hor srater in ooclay houcse
and made her erv. Iis/her nother got mad and ananked
him/her. Was locking his/hey sister inside the play
house and making hoer cry ocond or bad?

A little child was washing nis/her hands and getting
ready for dinner. His/her mother got mad and swvanked
him/her. Was washing his/her hiands and getting ready
for dinner good or bad?

A little child pulled his/her sister's braids and made
her cry. His/her mother got mad and spanked him/hes .
Was pulling his/her sister's braids and making her cry
good or bad?

A little child was sitting quietly cutting out some
paper animals. His/her rother got mad and spanked
him/her. Was sitting guiet and cutting out thc paper
anirals good or bad?

A little child was helvning his/her mother feed the
l1ittle kittens some mill.. His/her wother got mad and
spanked him/her. Was helning his/her mother feed the
kittens some milk good or bhad?

A little child pushed another little child into a
swimming vool and hurt him. Fis/her mother cot mad
and spanked him/hex. Vas pushing the child into the
pool and hurting him/her good or bac?

A little child tied his/her shoes all by h.msclf/
herself and got ready for school. His/her motlher got
mad ond spanked him/her. Was getting ready for school
and tying his/her shoes good or bad?
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9. A little child got mad at his/her mother and threw
his/her toys on the floor and kicked the . His/her
mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was getting mad
and throwing his/her tovs on the floor and kicking
them good or bad?

10. A little child was helving his/tcr mother plant a
garden. His/her mother got mad and spanked him/her.
was helping his/her mocher plant a carden good or bad?
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TRAINING SESSTON 5
STORY-QUESTIONS

A little child squirted his/her sister with a hose and
got her all wect. liis/her mother got nad and swarxed
him/her. Was squirting his/her sister with the hose
and getting him/her all wet good or bad?

A little child ate all of his supper and clecancd his
plate. His/hcr wmother got mad and spanked him/her.
Was cating all of hi supper good or bad?

Two children were eating ¢-nner. One ¢hild drank both
of tne soda pope when the other child wasn't looking.
His/her mother got mad and spanked him/her. Uas drinv-
ing both cf the soda pops when the other child wasn't
looking good or bad?

Two little children were walking down the hall quietly
at church. Their mother got mad and spankcd them.

Was walking quietly down the hall at church good or
bad?

A little child was being nice to his/her dog and play-
ing with 1it. His/her mother got mad and spanked hin/
her. Was playing with the dog qocd oxr bad?

A little child helped his/her mother make a valentine
box, then he/she put the valentines in the box. His/
her mother gJot naa and spanked him/her. Was helping
his/her wother make the valentine box good or bhad?

A little child climbed on the top of the kitchen
dravers and took some candy from the shelves. His/
her mother got mad and opanked him/her. Was climbing
on the kitchen drawers and takina the cendy goo’’ or
bad?

A li=tle child was sitting at his/her desk drawing a
picture with his/her pencil anc¢ naper. His/her mnother
got mad ard spanked him/her. Vas sitting at the desk
and drawing a picture with his/her pencil and paper
good or bad?
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A little child went out to the mail box and tcok the
Mail. He threw the mail in the trash can. His/her
mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was taking the
mail out of the box and throwing it in the trash can

good or bad?

A litt-e child took the ball away from his friend and

made him cry. His/her mother got mad and spanked him/
her. Was taking the ball away from his/:er friend and
making him cry good or bad?
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POSTTLST #1

STOPY-QUIE PIONS

backyard good or bad?

her friend good or bhad?

good or bad?

good or bad?

Q 191 ,

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

) 1. A little child wiped his muddv hands all over his/her
wother's cood tovels. lis/her mothor aot
spanked him. Was wiopino his/her ruddy hands on his/
her wmother's good towvels good or bad?

5. fTwo little children took from the refr ator candy,

chicken, and scda »op. “helr rother g

spanka2d them. Uas gettina into the ref

eating the candy, chicken, and soda noOY

acrator
ood or bad?

3. A little child vas playing ontside qui
was jumping rope in the backyerd.
mad and spanxed her. Tias jumning ropne qu ctly

nother cot

his/her play
sharing hoy

4. B little child was plaving dressub with
clothes in his/her bedroom. He/she was
toys with his/her friend. His/her motlhier cot mad and

spanked him/her. Was sharinag his/her toys with his/

5. A little child was outsice nlaying in the snou.
she made a hard snowball and threw it at a little
child. Ie/she hit the little chald
her mother got mad and spanked him/her.
the snowball and hitting the little child in the face

in the face.
throwing

ser hv feedina the
ted hir/her,

6. A little child heloved his/her rot!
dog. His/har mothor cot mad and sran
Was helpina his/her mother feed the doo good or rad?

7. A little child clcanecd an his/her
his/her tovs. and svept the fioor.
mad and sponked himzher. Uas clecnine up the ked-
room, putting the tcvs away, and suecplng the room

i s/her rother got

8. A little child wes washing his/her ha
room. lHe/she decided to play in the vater and
squirted the water all over the flocrs
His/her mother got nad and spanked hin/her.

and walls.
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10.

squirting the water all over the floors and walls
good or bad?

A little child got rcady for bed all by himself/herself
and hung un al. his,her clothes. His/her mother got
mad and svankel him/her. Was getting ready for hed all
by himself/herself and hanging up his/her clothes good
or bad?

Two little children were playing together. One child

tied his/her friend to a tree and left the child. His/
her mcther got mad and spanked him/her. Was tying his/
hev friend to the tree and leaving him/her good or bad?
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1.

POSTTEST #2

STORY-QUESTIONS

A little child ate all of nis veaetables for dinner.
His/her mother got mad at him/her and spanicd him/
her. Was eating all of the veg=atables at dirner good
or bad?

A little child pushed his/her sister down on the side-

walk and stepped on her fingers. l1is/her rother got
mad and spanked him/her. Was pushing his/her little
sister down and steoping on her fFingers good or bad?

A little child ren cut into the street and started to
play with his/her ball. His/Ler mother got mad and
spanked him/her. Was playing with bis/her ball in the
middle of the street good or bad?

A little child helped his/her mother rake the leaves
off the lawn. His/hcr mother got mad and spanked him/
her. Was helping his/her motrer rake the leaves off
the lawn good or bad?

A little child shared his/her story book with a friend.
His/her mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was
sharing the story book with a friend good or bad?

Two little children were sitting in church. One little
child climbed under the chair and started to make funny
animal noises. The teacnor got mad and spanked him/
her. Was climbina under the crair and making funny
noises in church good cr bad?

A little child drew with crayons all over the walls
and windows in his/her bedroomn. His/her mother got
mad and spanked him/her. UWas drawing with crayons all
over his/her walls and windows in his’/her bedroom good
or bad?

3 little child helped his/her mother set the table
with plates, forks, and cups. His/her mother got mad

and spanked him/hex. Was helping his/her mother set
the table good or bad?
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9.

10.

A little child climbed on a chair and got into the
candy dish. He/she ate all the candy in the dish.
His/her mother got mad and spanked him/her. Was

getting into the candy dish and eating all of the

candy good or bad?

A little child got up in the morning and made his/her
ped all by himself/herself. His/her mother got mad
and spanked him/her. Was making his/her bed all by

himself/herself good or bad?
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APPENDIX E

Materials and Supplimentary materials used in Experiments

Investigating:

Changing Children's Belief in Im inent Justice
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STORIES USED IN THE PRE AND PCST TESTS

Story One

There was once a little girl who didn't mind her mother. She
took the scissors one day when she had been told not to use the scis-
sors, No one ever found out that she had taken the scissors. What
do you think happened to the!little girl then?

Actually what happzoed was this., While the little girl was
trying to cut some paper, she cut her finger. Can you tell me thr:
reason the little girl cut her finger?

If the little girl's uother had said it wasall right to une the
gcissors, would the little girl have cut her finger?

Story Two ‘

A 1litrle bey knew that he was never to watch cartoong in the
mornings until he had all his work £inished. But one morning the
little boy's mother went away ani a baby sitter came. The little boy |
sat and watched television all rnorning without doing any work. But
no one ever found out that he had watched te.evision and not done
his work. What do you think happened to the 1ittl: boy then?

television he went outside and played on his swings. Whiie he was
swinging the swing broke arnd he fell and bumped his head. Can you tell
me the reason the swing broke and he fell and bumped his head?

If the little boy had net watched television and done his work,

Actually what happened war this. After the little bov watched
?
would he have fallen and bumped his head? |

|

Storz Three

There was a littla girl who moved to a new house. The neighbors
had a big dog. The little girl's mother told her nat to bother the
dog because he didn't know her and might get mad and bite her. The
little girl didn't mind her mother. She went over and tried to play
with the dog. No one ever found out that she didn't do what her mother
told her te do. What do ysu think happened to the 1little girl then?

Actually what hiappened was this. The little girl went over and
tried to play with the dog, and the dog didn‘t recognize her and tried
to bite her. Can you tell me the reason the dog bit the little girl?

If the little girl's mother had said it was all right to play
with the dog, would the dog have bitten the little girl?
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Story Four

A little girl saw that one of hbrufriends had a new toy. The
little girl liked the toy so much she decided to take the toy when
her friend wasn't looking. No cne ever found out that she had taken
the toy. What do you think happened to the little girl then?

Actually what happened was this. The little girl took the toy
home. Later that afternoon she became sick to her stomach. Can
you tell me the reason the little girl became sick to her stomach?

If t.a little girl had not taken the toy, would she have become
sick to her stomach?

Story Five

A little boy‘s mother told him never to play in the street. One
day the little boy and his friend played ball in the stre2t. No one
ever found out that the little boy had played in the street.and he
had not done what his mothe: wanted. What do you think happened to
the little boy then?

Actually what happened was this. The little boy played in the
street, and when he was playing, he was hit by a car and was badly
hurt. Can you tell me the reason the little boy was hit by the car?

If the little boy's mother had said it was all right to play
in the street, would he have beer. hit by the car?

Story Six

A big boy got mad at his little brother and beat him up when mother
wasn't home. No one ever found out that the big boy had been mean to
his little brother. What do you think happened to the big boy then?

Actuglly, what happened was this. Later the big boy was riding
his bicycle and it tipped over and he fell off and hurt himself. Can
you tell me the reason the big boy fell off his bicycle and hurt him-
self?

If the big boy had not been mean to his little brother, would he
have fallen off his bicycle and hurt himself?

Story Seven
197
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A little boy's father told him not to jump on his bed. One day
when the father wasn't home, the little boy jumped on the »¢d for a
long time. No one ever found our that the little boy jumped on the
bed. What do you think happened to the little boy?

Actually what happened was this. When the little boy was jumping

on the bed he bupped his head. Can you tell me the reason the little
boy bumped his head?

If the little boy's father had said it was all right to jump
on the bed, would he have bumped his head?

Story Eight

There was a little boy who was naughtyv. He was playing with his
daddy's camera when no one else vas homé and he broke it. He put it
away when dadgy hot home and found out that the camera \.as broken he
asked the little boy if he had heen playing with it. The little boy
lied and said, "no." No one ever found out that he lied or broke the
camera. What do you think happened to the little boy thenT?

Actually what happened was this. The next day, the boy was
climbing a tree. He grabbed on to a branch and it broke and he fell

and was hurt. Can you tell me the reason the lfttle boy feél and
was hurt?

If the little boy had not lied and broken the camera, would he
have fallen from the tree and been hurt?




STORIES US=D IN TRAINING

Related Stories

1. A nother told ner 1ittd: £irl not to play with ithe nelghbo.':.
big dog. The little girl did not mind her moithor. Sre went over ane
teased the dog. Her mother never found out that the 1itille 3irl hnd
played with the dog. What hapjened to the J14Llc girl® What real s
bappened was that the dog bit the 1ittle ¢irdl* fand.  Why ' the dos
bite the 1ittle girl's hand?  If the 1ittle gird':. aother hud sald i
was all right to play with the dog, would she hav~ bLeen ol Lien anyuday ™
Why are children bitten by dogs? Did the dog knew the 1itile girl had
disobeyed her mother? Why did the cog bite the 1ittle oirl»

2, There was once a litile ;zirl who didn't mind her rother, The

little girl's mother told her never to play wiih the iron. One day =

W2

little girl was all alone in the house and che got out her mother's i-on
and began to play with it, No one ever found out that the little i
played with the iron, What happened to the 1ittle girl? Vhat really
happened to the little girl, was tha. while she was playin; with the
iron, she burred her finger and it hurt a lot,. Why diu the little girm
burn her finger? Would she have burred her Tirnger if hernother had
sald it was all right to play with the iron? why do 1..47¢ children
burn themselves when they play with $:rons? Why did the iitile girl

burn her finger?

3. One day in nursery school when the children wcre usinz the
paints, the teacher told them to be very careful not to spill aay. Cne
11lttle girl did not mind the teachcr and started to spiash ncr paints.
No one ever found out that the 1ittle girl was splashing paints, What
happened to the 1ittle girl? What really happened to tho 1ittle girl
was that she splashed paint on one of her prettiest dresses. Then the
little girl was very sad because she had rulned her pretty dress. Why

did the 1ittle girl ruin her dress? Would she have rulned her dress i+
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the teacher had sail it was all right to splash the wainis? %hy is 1t
wrong for children to splash painls? Why did the little girl ruin her

dress?

L, There was once a litile toy who was very naughty. The litile
btoy's mother told him never to eat his snacks in the living room where
the television was, One day the little boy's mother had gone to the
store and the little boy took his milk and cookies into the livingroom
to eat while he watched 77, o one ever found out tnat the little boy
had taken the cookies @#nd milk inlo the livirngroom., What happened to
the little boy? What really happened was that while the litile oy was
eating his snack he spilled it all over the floor. The livingroo~n ruj
Was ruined and the boy felt very sad., 4hy was ithe rug ruired? If the
1jttle boy's mother had said it was all right to take thc snmack into
the livingroom would he stiil have spilled his srack and ruined the
rug? Why should little children not eat snacks in the livingroom? why

was the rug ruined and the little boy so sad?

5. There was once a little girl who was very naughty. Her mother
told her never to play with the doors on the kitichen cabinets, ZRut one
day when the little girl was all alone in the kitchen she decided to play
with the cabinet doors. No one ever found out that the little girl nhud
played with the doors. What happened to the little girl? W¥hat really
happened to the little girl was that while she was playing with the
doors she smashed her finger in the door. It hurt a lot. Why did the
little girl smash her finger? If her mother had said it was all right
to play with the cabinet doors would she still have smashed her finger?
Why do little children get their fingers smashed? Why did the little
girl get Ler finger srashed?

6. Trere was orce a little £irl who was very naughty. The 1lit-
tle girl's dz2ddy told her to brush her teeth after every meal and every
snack, The little girl did not mind her daddy. She never brushed her
teeth, No one ever found out that the little giri did not brush her
teeth, What happened to the little girl? 4What really happened to the
little girl was that she got a bad toothache. BEecause the little girl
had a toothache she had to go to the dentist and get a filling because

00
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she had o cavity, Why did the 1little girl get a toothache? If her
daddy hrad said she did not have to brush her teeih s:ould she still have
goiten a toothach2? Why do children get toothaches? Why did ihe 1little

girl gel a toothache?

7. There was once a litile girl who was very naughty. Her mother
toid her never to play with the turners on the kitchizn stove. One day
when *%2 little girl was home alone, she went into the kitchen and began
to play with the burners on the stove. What happened to the 1little
girl? What really happened to the 1ittle girl was that while she was
playing with the stove, she burned her hand, It hurt a lot Why did
the little girl burn her hand? Would she have burned her hand if her
mother had said it was all right to play with the stove? Why should
little children not play with stoves? Why did the 1ittle girl turn her

hand?

8. Once there was a 1little boy who was naughty. The little boy's
mother told him never to play outside in the rain and cold wiihou® his
coat on. One day when the 1little buy's mother was inside the house
sewing, the little boy ran outside in the rain to play. It was a very
cold and rainy day. The 1little Loy did not wear his coai. No one ever
found out that the little boy played outside in the cold and rain with-
out his coat, What happened to the 1little boy? What really happened
to the 1little boy was that he caught a bad ccld and had to stay ir bed
for iwo days, HYe felt very sick. 4¥hy did the 1little boy catch a cold
and have to stay in bed? If his mother had said it was all right to
play in the cold ard rain without his coat would he still have caugnt
a cold? Why do children catch colds? Why did the 1ittle boy catch
a cold?

9. There was once a very naughty 1little girl. The little girl's
daddy told her never to eat the berries that she found on the bushes
outside their house and outside her nursery school. But one day when
the 1ittle girl was outside playing, she thought it would be fun to eat
some of the berries. 3he picked a handful of the 1little orange berries
and popped them in her mouth, No one saw the 1ittle girl eat the ber-

riles. What happened to the little girl? What really happened to the
201
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little girl was that she got a bad stomach ache and felt very sick, ¥hy
did “he 1itile girl ger sick to her sicomach? If her daddy had said it

was 21l rizht to cat the berries would she still have gotten a stomach-
ache? Uhy should little children not eat the berries they find on bush-

es?  Why 41ld the litlle girl get sick to her stomach?

i0. Cne dsy at nursery school when the children were outside,
the teacher called them together and told them to be very careful when
they were playing on the slide and to never push, But several children
21d not listen to the teacher and went over to the slide, forgetting
what the teacher had told them, They begae [ uohing and shoving, No
one saw that the children were pushing. What do you think happened?
What really happened to the children was that while they were pushing,
one little boy fell off and hurt his leg, Then all of the children
felt verv sad. Why did the little boy fall off the slide? If the teach-
er had said it was all right to push on the slide would the little boy
still have fallen off? Why should ~+’° 1 not push on slides? Why
did the 1little boy fall off and hurt his leg?

11, There was once a little girl who was very naughty. Her
nother t0ld her never to play in the kitchen cupboards, But one day
when the little girl's mother was gone the little girl thought it
would be fun to play with some of the glasses in the cupboard, No one
saw the 1little girl playing in the cupboard, What happened to the little
girl? ¥hat really happened to the 1littl: girl was that while she was
playing in the cupooard she knocked to the floor one-of her mother's
best glasses. The little girl felt sad because the glass broke into a
thousand pleces, Why did the little girl break the glass? If her
notter had said it was all right to play in the cupbonrd would sthe
5ti1)l have bioken the glass? Why should little children not play in
cupboards? ¥hy did the little girl break the glass?

12. There was once a little girl who didn't mind her daddy.
Her daddy told her never to play around their car, But one day when
the little glrl was outside playing and her daddy was in the house,
the 1little girl thought it would be fun to climb up on the bood of the
car and play around, No one sav thatthe little girl was playing on
202
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the hoced of the car, Wha' do you think happened to the little girl?
“hat. really happened to the little girl was that while she was playing
en the hood of the car she fell off and burped her head very hard, It
hurt a lot, ¥hy did the 1lfttle girl hurt her head? If her daddy had
sald 1% was all right to play on the car would she still have hurt her
head? Yhy should children not play on cars? Why did the little girl

hurt ner head?

13. There was once a liitle boy who didn't mind his daddy. His

. ¢addy told him never to ride his big brother's bike., But one day when

the little boy was outside all a2lone, he decided that it would te a lot
of fun to ride his big brother's bike, What do you think happencd to
the 1itile boy? What really happened to the little boy was that while
he was riding the bike he fell off and skinned his arm and his knee, It
hurt a lot, Why did the little boy skin his arm and his knee? If his
daddy had sald it was all right to ride his big brother's bike would he
still have hurt himself? Why should children not ride their older bro-
ther's and sisters' bikes? Why did the 1litile boy hurt himself?

14, There was once a little girl who was very naughty. Her mo-
ther told her never to go into the kitchen and eat all the cookies in
the cookie jar, Eut one day when the little girl was all alone in the
Kitchen, she decided it would be a lot of fun to eat all the cookies in
the jar. No one saw that the 1ittle girl was eating all the cockies,
What happened to the little girl? What really happened to the little
girl was thal she got a bad tummy acne. %hy did the little girl get
a tummy ache? If her mother had sald %: was ail right to eat all the
ccoxies in the cookie jar would the little girl still have gotien a
tumny ache? Why do children get tummy aches? Why did the little girl

get a tummy ache?

15. There was once a litiic boy who was very naughty., His mo-
ther told him never to play with matches, One day when the 1littlc boy
was home alone, he climbed up into the cabinet and got the matches, He
1it several matches, What happened to the little boy? What really
happened to the little boy was that wnile he was playing with the .atch=-
es, he burned his fingers, 4hy did the little boy burn his fingers?
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Would he have burnes his fingers if his mother had sald it was all righ
to play with the matches? Why should children not play with ratches?

¥hy did the 2ittle boy rurn hils fingers?

16, Therc was once a little boy who was very naughty. His fa-
ther tolé him never %c vlay with the car windows.Buti one day when the
13241~ Ywy was plarying outside, he thought it would be fun to get in
the car snd play with the windows. He rolled them up and down as fast
as he could, No one saw the 1little boy playing with the windews, What
haprened ¢o the little hoy? What really happened to the 1ittle boy was
that while he was playing with the windows he smashed his finger in them,
It really hurt, Why did the 1little boy smash his {inmer in the car win-
dow? If his father had saild it was all rizht to play with the windowus
would he still have smashed his finger? Why should children not pley
with car windows? Why did the little boy smash his finger?

17. There was once a little boy who was very naughty, His fa-
ther told him never to play near the fireplace, or to put things in the
fire, Eut one day when the little boy was all alone near the fireplace
he thought it vould be fun to take some paper and stick it in the fire,
No one saw the 1ittle boy playing near the fireplace, What happened to
the 1ittle boy? What really happened to the little boy was that while
he wasplaying with the fire his paper caught on fire and the little boy
burned his hand, It hurt an awfully lot and he was very sad., It also
scared him, Why did the little boy burn his hand? If his daddy said
it was 211 right to play by the fireplace would he still nave burned his
hand? ¥hy should children not play with fire? Why did the little bhoy
burn his hand?

18, There was once « little boy wno was very naaghiy, lils no-

ther told him never to climd tne jlant tree that grew in thelr backyard.
But cne day when the little boy’s mother was busy in the house the 1little
boy declded it would be fun to go outside and climb the tree, No one
saw the 1little boy climbing the tree, What happened to the little boy?
¥hat really happened to the little boy was that while he was climbing
the tree he slipped and fell out, He fell all the way to the ground

and skinned hoth knees, 1t hurt a lot, Why did the little boy fall
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from the tree? If his mother had said it was all right to climb the
tree would he still have fallen? Why do children fall when they climbd

trees? Wwhy did the litile boy fall from the tree?

19, There was once a liitle boy who didn't mind his umother,
His mother told him never to play with her sharp kitchen xnlives, Eut
) one day when bis nother had gone to the store the jittle bvov thought
it would bte a lot of fun to be a plrate and rlay with the sharp knives.

No onz saw that he was playing with the knlves, What happened to the

11Ltle boy?  What really happencd Lo tne 1Utle boy was thot while he
war, playing with the sharp knives he cub hing tin, e very hadly, U
k bled o lot and really hurt, Why did the 11t 1e boy cul hi Cingger? 10

his mother had said it was all right to play with sharp knives would
he still have cut his finger? ihy should children not play with sharp
knives? Why did the 1little boy cut his finger?

20, There was once a little boy who was very naughty., His
father told him never to play with his razor. But one day the little
boy was all alone in the bathroom and thought it would be a lot of
fun to play with his daddy’'s razor, So the little boy began to play
that he was a big man shaving his beard. HNo one saw the little boy
playing with the razor. What happened to the little boy? What really
happened to the little boy was that while re was playing with the ra-
zor he cut his cheek, It bpled and vled., wny did the 1itile oy ont
his cheek? ' If his daddy had said it was all right for the little toy
to play with his razor would be still have cui his cheek? Why should

children not play with razors? Why did the little hoy cut himself?

21, There was once a little boy who was very naughty, His mo-
ther told him never to eat the plils he fourd in ihe mcdicine catli..,
ghe sald that he should stay out of the medicine cabinet, But one day
when the little boy was all dbone in the bathroom he climbed up to the
cabinet and got some pills and began to eat them. No one saw the little
boy eatiig the pills, What happened to the little boy? What really
happened to the little boy was that after he ate the pills he got a bad
headache and stomachach~, He felt very sick, Why did the little boy
get sick? If his mother had said it was all right to cat the pills
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would he still have gotten sick? Why should little children leave the
pills alone that they find in the nedicine cabinet? Why did the little
boy get sick?

22, There was once a little Loy who was very naughty, His mo-
ther told him always to be kind to their cat and never tease it, But
one day when the little Yoy was playing with the cat he forgot to otey
his mother and bezan to play rouzhly with the cat and to tease it., No
one saw the little boy mistreating the cat, What happened to the little
boy? What really happened to the Little boy was that the cat jumped up
and scratched the little boy's hand. It made a deep scratch that hurt
a lot. Why did the cat scratch the little boy's hand? If his mother
had said it was all right to tease the cat would it still have scratch-
ed the 1ittle boy? Why should children be kind to their pets? Why did
the cat scratch the little boy?

23. There was once a little boy who was very naughty. His mo-
ther told him never to jump on the couch in the livingroom. But one
day when his mother was at the store the little boy thought it would be
a lot of fun to jump on the couch, The little boy Jjumped up and down
as hard as he could on the couch. No one szw the little boy on the
couch, What do you think happened to the liitle boy? What really hap-
pened to the 1ittle boy was that when he was jumping he fell off the
couch., He bumped his head very hard and it hurt a lot. Uhy did the
little boy bump his head? . If his mother had said it was all right to
jump on the couch would he still have bumped his head? Vhy should
children not jump on the furniture? Why did the little boy hurt his
head?

24, There were two children who were very naughty, They were
brother and sister. Thelr mother told them never to play with their
ball in the house, But one day vwhen their mother was busy in another
room, the children decided it would be a lot of fun to throw the ball
around inside the house and play catch, No one saw that the children
were playing ball inside the house, What happened to the children?
¥what really happened to the children was that while thcy were playing

with the ball they knocked over a very pretty lamp and broke it, The
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children felt very sad. Why were the children sad?’” If their mother
had said it wac all right to play ball in the house would they still
have knocked over ihe lamp? Why should children play ball outside?

Why were the ch.ldren sad?

Unrelated Stories

{, There was once a little girl who was very naughty., Her
rother told ber never to play with lhe mother's rake-up, But one day
when the mother left the house, the iittle girl played with her mo-
ther's make-up., What happencd to the little girl? What really happen-
ed to the little girl was that night she got a tad tummyache, Can
you tell me why the little gixl got a tummy ache? Would she have got-
ten a tummy ache if her mother had sald it was all right to play with
the make-up? Why do children get tummy aches? Why did the little girl
get sick to her tummy?

2. Once there was a little girl who didn't mind her mother. Her
mother told the little girl never toplay in the pan drawer. One day
when the little girl's mother was not home the 1little girl played with
all the pans in the pan drawer, RNo one ever found out that the little
girl was playing in the pan drawer. HWhat happened to the little girl”
What really happened to the little girl was that later that afterncon
when she was playing outside she fell down and skinned her knee. Why
did the little girl fall down and skin her knee? If her mother had
said it was all right <o play in the pan drawer would she still have
skinned her knee? Why do children skin their knees? Why did the lit-
tle girl skin her knee?

3. There was once a little boy who didn't mind his daddy. The
1ittle boy's daddy told him never to play outside in the rain with his
toys. One day when the little boy's father was av work the little boy
took his toys outside 4n the rain to play. No one ever found out that
the 1ittle boy had played with his toys outside in the rain, What hap-
pened to the little boy? What really happened to the 1little boy was
that later that day he tripped over a chair and hurt his arm. Why did
the 11ttle boy fall and hurt his arm? If the little boy's daddy had
sald it was all right to play outside in the rain with his toys would
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the 1ittle boy still have iwurt his arm? Why do children fall and hurt
their arms? Why did the 1ittle boy fall and hurt his arg?

4k, There was once a 1ittle boy who was naughty. The little

boy's daddy told the little boy never to play on his big ladder. One
day when the little toy's daddy was not home the little boy went outside
ani climbed on the ladder while it was leaning against the house, No
one saw the little toy climbing the ladder, What happened to the 1ii-
tle boy? What really happened to the little boy was that later that
>fternoon while he was playing with his favorite toys they were broken,
Why werc the 1ittle boy's toys broken? If the little boy's father had
sald it was 211 right {o climb on the ladder would his toys still have
been broken? Why do toys break? Why were the little boy's toys broken?

5. There was once a 1ittl~ girl who was very naughty. Her mo-
ther told her never to hit her liitle brother. But one day when her
mother was gone the little girl got very mad at her litile brother and
hit him as hard as she could. No one saw the little girl hit her bro-
ther, What happensd to the little girl? What really happened to the
little girl was that later that afternoon while she was playing with
her best doll, the doll's leg fell off. The little girl felt very
badly. Why did the little girl‘s doll break? If she had been kisnd to
her 1ittle brother would her doll still have been broken? Why should
children be kind to their brothers and sisters? Why did the little
girl's doll break?

6. There was once a 1i*%le boy who didn't mind his daddy. The
little boy's daddy tcld him never to tease their dog. But one day when
the little boy was all alone outside with the dog, he had a big bone
and teased the dog with it, No ~ne saw that the liitle toy was *easing
the dog. What do you think happened to the 1ittle boy? What really
happened to the little boy was that later that afternoon when he was
outside playing he fell down and skinned his knee. Why did the lititle
bey skin his knee? If the 1ittle boy had not teased the dog would he
41111 have skinned his knee? Why do children skin their knees? wWhy did
the 1ittle boy skin his knece?
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7. Once there was a 1ittle boy who didn't mind his mother., His
mothers told hin never to play with her sharp kitchen knive~, But one
day when his mother was 1in i 2 bedroom the little boy thought it would
be fun to play with the sha-» "nives, No one saw that the litile Yoy
was playing with the knives, WYWhat happened to the little boy? What
really happrened to ibe 1ittle boy was that later that day he got a bad
headache, It hurt a lot, Why did the little boy get a headache? If
the 1little boy had not played wit. the knife would he still have go.ten
a headache? V¥hy do children gel headaches? Why did the little boy

get a headache?

8, There was once a little girl who was very naughty. Her mo-
ther told her never to eat all the cookies in the cookie jar, But one
day when the 1it*le girl was home all alone she decided it would be
a lot of fun to eat all the crokies, $She ran irto the kitchen and be-
gan gobbling them down, No one saw the little girl ea‘'ing the cookies.,
What happened to the little girl? What really nzppened to the liitle
girl was that later that atternoon when she was helping her mo.ner with
the ironing she burned her finger, Why did the little girl burn her
finger? If she had not eaten the cookies would she still have burnud
her finger? Why do children bura themselves on irons? Why did the lit-
tle girl burn her finger?

9. There was once a little girl who was very naughty. Her dad-
dy told her never to play on the hood of the car, But one day when her
daddy was gone she thought it would be fun to go outside and play around
on the hood of the car, She Jjumped up and down on the car and had a
lot of fun, No one saw the 1little girl pliying on the hood of the car,
ih~t haprencd to the little girl? What really hrpoened to the little
girl was that night she got the measles, She felt very sick and had to
stay in bed for a week, Why did the 1little girl get the measles? If
she hadn't played on the car would she still have gotten the measles?
Why do little children get the measles? Why did the little girl get

the measlos?

10, There was once a little girl who was very naughty. Her
mother told her never to climb in the big tree that grew behind their
209 '
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house. Eut one day when the little girl was playing outside, she
decided it would be a lot of fun to climb in the big tree, and so that
is what she did. No one saw her climbing in the tree. What do you
think happened to the 1little girl? What really happened to the little
girl vas that that night she got a bad tummy ache, She felt very sick,
Why did the little girl get a tummy ache? If she had not climbed ihe
tree would she still have gotten a tummy ache? Why do children get
tumny aches? Why did the 1ittle girl get a tumsry ache?

11, One day at nursery school the teacher told the children
not to splash in the paints, She told them to be very careful. But
one day the 1ittle girl thought it would be a 1ot of fun to splash in
the paints, No one saw the little girl splashing in the paints, What
happened to the 1ittle girl? What really happened to the little girl
was that later that afternoon while the little girl was playing ocutside
with the other children, someone kicked a ball and it hit her right in
the stomach, It really hurt, Why did the little girl get hit in the
stomach with the ball? If she had not splashed paints would she still
have been hit with the ball? Why do little children get hit with balls?
Why did the little girl get hit with the ball?

12, Once there was a little boy who was very naughty. He never
obeyed his mommy. One day his mother told him never to eat his snackc
in the livingroom. But when the little boy's mother went to the store
and the little boy was home all alone he decided to take his snack of
cookies and milk into the livingroon and to eat in front of the TV, No
one saw the litile boy eating his snack in the livingroon. What happen-
ed to the 1ittle boy? What really happened ‘o the little boyv was thriy,
later that afternoon while he was outside riding his tike he fell off
and skinned his knee, It hurt a lot. Why did the 1ittle voy fall wuny
skin his knee? If his mother had said it was all risht to eat in the
livingroom would he still have fallen? Why do little children fall ang
skin their knees? Why did the little boy fail?
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Pos*tant Storiee

Linda 0% nad at her bhrother whon thoy viere gotiing
ready o eas lunch, so che pow:ed €1’ into his soup.

What “ould be 2 £air punishment ror s.incu?
A. pwte L opgive her soud to her broiacr,
R, Sond ner to har roem ior three hears,

Johnny wanted to tease his little brether so he hia

his ball. He then vent out to play vith nis friends.

Whot vorlé he a Tair runishnent yor Johnny?

A. Dliake him come home from playing to find his bro-
ther"s ball.

B, Sponk hin in front of all of his friends.

Sally vients to go to the show with her friends and

Mormy save shc can go if she cleans her room first.

She playe vith her dolls ins*ead of cleaning her room,

What viould be a fair punishment for Sallyv?

A. MakFe her stav home from the show vhile she cleans
her roon.,

B. No% Jet her have any ice cream for a vhole veek.

Annie built a house for her dolly out of blocks., Ri:ily
come aleng and gaid it was dumb and knocked it over.
Wha+ would be a fair punishment for killy?

A. No% Jet him play vith his friend:s all day.

B. [ale him rebuild the house for Annic,

Norma's mother is making her a new dress for & cpecial
party. Norma tries 1o play vith the sewing machine
and ghe breoks it, what would be a fair punichment
for Morna?

A. Spoa) her.

2. lirFe her go to the party in an old dress.

Daddv told Fred not to throw the ball in the rouse,
o djd 3% onvitay ond brove o owindow, what would be
a fair punichment for Frea?

A. Ii%c hin pay Tor the window out of his alicwance,
B. Mo+ le* him watch T.V., for a wecek,

Suzy and Janc viere taking a bath. They started to
fight by splashing vater on each other., Soon they

had water all over the rathroom. What would be a fair
punishment for Suzy and Janc?
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A. Send them to bed without supper.
B. Make them clean up the bathroom.

| 8. Daddy had just planted some flowers. Jimmy stepped
on the flowers and killed them. What would be a fair
pimishment for Jimny?
A. Make hin plant neow flowers,
B, No% let him play with his friends fer a veek.

9. Judy didn't ¢do any of her chores during the week,
¥hat vould be a fair punishment for Judy?
A, Spank her.
R. Not give her any allowance that wveek.

10, Dick is supposed to mow the lawn every veek. One
vicek he doeen't do it because he vanto to play. The
next veek the grass is so long that )t is very hard
to mow. VWhat vould be a fair punichment for Dick?
A, Not let him vatch his favorite T.V. program.

B. MNale him mow the Javn anyway, even if it takes
four hours.

11, Greg ot mad at Terry so he took Terry's baseball and
threw it in the water and ruined it. Vhat would be a
fair punishment for Greg?

A, Make him give Terry his ovn baseball.
B, Not let him go to the baseball game on Saturday.

12. Kathy vanted to male mud pies. She u<ed lMommy's good
miring btowls to mix the mud in and gfot them all dirty.
What wvould be a fainr punishment fou Dathy?
A. Mot lJet her have any cdesert.
B, Make her vash .he bowls,
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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NDelayed Pcatiest Storiec

Karen was playing with her baby sister. When her
mothexr wasn®t leoking, Karen tcok her teby cister's
doll cnd ran into the cther rocm. what voula te a
fair punishment for Karen? .

A. BMake her sgive the doll back.

B. Don't give her any lvnch.

at

Jimmy got mad at his father because he wouldn't let
him help paint the fence. So Jimny kicked over the
bucket of paint. What would be a Fair punichment

for Jimmy?

A. Don't let him playv with his friends all afternoon.
B. Make him clean up the paint.

Sandy didn't want to help her mother with the dishes
so she dropped oie on the Ilcor and broke it. What
would be a fair punicshment for Sandy?

A. Fave her =save her morev and buy & new one,

B. Spank her.

0
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Tod's mother told him to take out the tr e
vent to vlay baseball with nis friends. Tod didn't
de what his mother ca2id but just wvont to play ball.
What would he a fair punichment for Tod?

A. Don't give him any desert.

B. lake him come home znd take out the trash.

Annie was plaving with har big sister’s records when
she wasn't suppose to and she broke one. il/hat would
be a fair punichment fcr Annie?

A. Make her give her sister one ¢ her own records.
B. Don't let her vatch 7.V, for a2 wecek,

Henry didn‘t like his soup so he dumped it on the

floor. What weould be a fair punishment for Henry?

A. Spani him,

B. Make him clean up the soup and don't give him any
nore.

Jack's neighbor got a new bike and Jack was mad be-
cause he didn‘t have one. So he pushed it over and
broke the pedal. What vould be a fair punishment for
Jack?

A. Make him fix the Dbike.

B. Not let him go out and play ior a week.
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10.

11,

12.

Suzy drew on the wall with her crazvons,
a fair »unishment?

A. [Not let hear watch T.V,

B, liale bher vash thn wall,

Bill got a new bat ond ieft it ovt in the roin and 1t

£0% ruined,

A. Doa'% buv him enoiher bat, £o he hos
ruined one.

B. Spank hin.

Janice made lo*tz of nolgse when hor vaby
sleep and woke her un, Failr punicnment?
A. iake her Zend The taby.,

B, Ycll at her.

Mommy tol)d Timmy that he had to take a ba
could go to Crondma’e heuse., Euil he didn
he ran ond hid until it ves time to go.
be a Ffeir puwushmnent for hin?

A. [Kake him vash iMle (ighes,

B, Don®% Jet him geo to Cranoma‘s.,

Mary 2ndé John were pleoying a geme, Uaey
fight cver one of the rules. Vhay woulc
ishnient For ieory and John?

A. Tekc the gene avey.

B. Don"t give then onv dinner.
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) TABLL 24

Means and Standard Deviations of Posttiest
and Delayvcd Posttest
Experiment 1

Group
Discussion Reinforcement Control
Test Mean S.D, Mean S.D. Mean S.D.
Posttest 8.8 3.96 | 8.5 5,0 3.57 3.31
Delayved
Postiest 9.2 4,02 8.75 b,g3 7.4 3.21
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TABLE 25

ANALYSIS OF MEAN POSTTEST SCORES FOR EXPERIMENT II

) Group

Measure Discussion Reinforcement Control
Posttest

Total score 21.36 23.83 16.31
Choices only - 8.22 &, 50 6,87
Responses only 13.1L 15,33 oy
Unwe izhited-responges—i{ ~~ ~4;-38 - - P 3,15
Delayed Posttest

Total score 21.62 25,40 23.62
Choices only 8. 54 7.50 6.87
Responses only 13.08 17.90 15,77
Unweighted responses L, 36 6,00 5,26
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TABLE 26

Summary Table for Planned Comparisons of lMeans
Eyperiment 1

Measure and Response N af ¥ hSe T
Experimental groups
vs coritrol group
Posttest 16 | 13 | 5,08 | 15.66 2,504
Delaycd Posttest 14 1 311 | 1,58 | 16.25 .65
Discussion group
vs, verbal discrimination
group
Posttest Q 7 . 30 1.7 11
Delayed Posttest Q 7 s 19,6 .15
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TABLE 27

Summary Table for Planned Comparisons of Leans
Experimegnt 2
Measure and Résporse N arf v MSe t
- .
Experimental Groups
ve, Control group
Posttest L2 39 6,29 124,88 1, 78n#
responses only L2 19 &, 80 123,57 1,37+
choices only L2 39 1.46 L,L6 2,180k
Delaved Fosttest 36 33 <11 203.55 .02
responses only 36 33 .28 141,36 ,07
choices only 36 33 .17 s.75 .20
!
Discussion group
vs. Reinforcement group
Posttest 26 24 2.47 136,45 .55
responses only 26 24 2.19 131.31 Jla
choices only 26 24 .28 L, 56 .34
Delayed Posttest 23 21 3.78 102,07 L6l
rcsponses only 23 21 4,862 127.42 (1.0
choices only 23 2] 1.04 L,56 11,15
* ne¢.10
xr e 5
**x% n¢,025
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TABLE 28

Differences of Variances for Prevest, Posttest,
and Delayed Postiest
Lxperiment 2

Group
|
Comparison Discussion | Reinforcement Control
af F af F ar F
)
Pretest vs
Posttest 3013) 4, 78%%4) 17,11 b,39%# 116,15 3.15%%
Pretest vs. De-
layed Posttest 13,11} 4,00%% | 11,10]| 5, Plstexs 15,1215, s1e%x
Posttest vs., De-
layed Posttest 13,11{1.19 11,10{1,31 15,1212,06%
* p<. 10
#% p<, 025
*x% pnc,. 01
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Pretest Stories

Suzie was playing with her oldcr sister's cdoll., She
wasn't very careful and svilled scnie punch on the
doll's dress. Vhat would be a fulr punichment for
Sunie. A, Il2c her vash the doll's dress herseld,
T, !ake her stay in hew room all afterncon while
her friends go for a walk,

Dick isc supposed to mow the lawn cvery week, One week
he doesn’t do it becauce he wants *o play. The next
weck thc grass is so long that it is very hard to mow,
What would be a Tair punishment i'or Dick? A, Not

let him watch his favorite T.V. program, B. Make him
mow the lavn anyway, even if it takes & hours,

Mary vias using her mother's good dishes to play tea
party. She dropped onec and broke it, VWhat vould a
fair punishment for Mary? A. MNMzke her save her allow-
ance and pay for a new dish, B. Take away her fzvor-
ite doll,

Jimmy and his brother have twin toy airplanes, Jimmy's
brother®’s airplane always seemc to go highcr. This
makes Jimmy mad so he steps on his brother's plane and
breaks it, What would be a fair punishment Tor Jimmy?
A, Keep Jimmy inside after school. for one day. B,
Have Jimmy give his airplane to his brother,

Judy®s mother told her to go to the store to buy some
ice cream for desert. Judy was busy playing and didn't
do what her mother asked. So hey mother had to go <o
the store and get the ice crecam, What would be a2 fair
punishment for Judy? A, Don't Jet Judy have any ice
crcam, B, Don't let her go to the circus on Satux-
day.

Greg wants to go to thc show with his friends and liommy
says he can go if he clcans up his room first, He
plavs with hig trucks instead of cleaning his rocm.
Vhat would be a fajir vpunichment for Greg? A. Not let
him have ony ice crcam for a vhole weck., B. Make him
stay home from the show while he cleans his room,

Sally was painting in the living room even though her
mother told her not to. She knocked over the paint
and made 2 big spot on the rvg. what vould be a fair
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punishmen® for Sally? A. Have her scrub the rug un-
til the raint comes out? B, Spank her.

Bobby was using his daddy's saw, He was careless and
Jeft it out when he vas finished., That night it :1zin-
cd and the saw got all rusted, What would be a fair
punishment for Bobby? A, Don't let him watch 4V for
a week, B, Don't let him use the saw again until he
srows he vill take care of it.
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Training Stories

Scrah's teacher goes out of the room after caying,
"Stay in your places." Vlhen the teacher leaves,
Sarah goes to the blackboard and staris to write,
Vhile she's viriting she knocks the tox of chalk over
and many of the vicces break, What would be a fair
punishient for Sarah?

A. Make her stand in the corner for an hour.

B. Make her save her allowance and pay for the
chalk.

Henry is coming home from football practice. The
coach yelled at him during practice, so Henry js feel-
ing bad, He slams the door behind him, and makes a
crack in the glass, What viould be a fair puvnishment
for Henry?

A. Don't let him drive the car for a week.

B. Make him buy a new piece c¢f glags and put it in
the dcor.

Mary Jane asks her mother, "Can I back a cake?" Her
mother says, "No, I'm using the kitchen now." Mary
Jane doesn't like that, so as she leaves the kitchen,
she nushes over the flour box, and csome of the flour
spills, What would be a good punishment for liary Jane?
A. Make her wipce up the floor where the flour was
spilled,

B. Take away her Tavorite doll.

Whilc Donald's father wac away, Donald thought it would
be fun to play with his father®s pcn. First he play-
ed wvith it for awhile, then made a Jittle svot on the

tabklecloth, What wovuld be a fair punishment for Donald?

A. Don't let him play with his friends for 2 wveek,
B. Make him scrub the tablecloth until the spot comes
out,

Elsa's mother sent her to the store to buy some ice
cream for desert, "Come right bacl.," her mother says.
On the viay Elsa meets a friend who cays, "Come and
play." So Elsa plays, While she's playing the money
falls out of her pocket and gets lost., What would be
a good punishment for Elsa?

A. Make Elsa tuke some of her own money and go buy
the ice cream.

B. Spank her,
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Mike has his new Sunday shoes on. "I think I'll climb
a tree heforz my moirter gets home,” he s&ays to hinm-
self, }e climbs the @ree and gets scratce..es on his
n2v shoags, VYhat would te a fajir punishnens for sihe?
A. Don't et him watch TV for three days.,

B. !iake him polish his new shoes to get the scratches
fixed,

VMarcia's father says. "Don't walk on the new grass.,"
harcia sees herr friend, who calls to her, "ccme over
and ploy." dAarcia is in a hurry, so che wilks across
the now grass. What would be a good puniclaient for
Marcia?

A. lidte her take a little shovel and fix the new lawn
wvhere c<he stepped on it.

B. liake her stay in the house all afternoon.

Andrev is suppnsed to go to bed at eight o'clock.

His parents arcn®t home and re's reading a good comic
book, =0 hec ¢"ays up until nine o'cleck., Wil would
be a fair punicshment for Andrew?

A. Dont Jet him go to the park with his friends
next Seturday,

B. Have him take a nap the next afiernoon.

Dean csays, “J wonder if nails meke a tire flat." He
vonts to find out. so he throws some nails in the
drrivewvay, “Now I')) gfeec." save Dean. When his father
drives in that evening he gets a flat tire. What
would e a goed punjschment for Dean?

A. Den’t buy him any toys until the tire is paid for,
Be Don't tolie him to the circus next weel?

One dov when Carol's mother was out, Carol tried to
el cone cooldes from thie cookie jar., She climbed
up on ¢ chair oné while she was getiing the cookies,
she Inocked over some rlosses and they broke. What
vvoulé¢ be a Fair punjchment for Carol?

A, Don"t let her play with her friends for a week,
B. Have her do chorce to earn enough money to pay

for the gloarcces,

Loulc is plaving “Tarzan" in the front room. He
climbs up on the drapes and the drapes gel all wrink-
led, hat vould be a Jyailr punishment for Louie?

A, Have him stay inside and help his mother with

the work sc she will have time to iron the drapes.

B, Spank him,

When the teacher is out of the room, Suzanne runs
into the corner of the room to hide behind the paint
easles. As she doec, she knocks over the paint and
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it spills all over the floor. wiat would be a fair
runishment for Suzanne?

A. Ma%e hew it in the corner while the rest of the
class nlayvs a geme,

B. Male Suzanne takc a sponge and wipe up all the
p2in<,

Fred is picking apoles, and he is tired of it. So
scmetimes he throws the apples dovn so hard that they
get bruised, vhat would be a good punishment for

ed?
A, Have Fred go throuzh all the apnles and pick out
the bad ones even thoush he won't have any time to

play.
B. HMake him sit in his room all afrernoon,

Rachael.®s class is doing spelling. Rachael is tired
of spelling, so she Just plave with the pencil shar-
pener. Vhen g¢ie does some of the °crwpv fall on the
floor. Wha’ would be a foir punishnene?

A. Make her stand in the hall for an hour.

B. Meke her get o broom and clean up the scraps,

It's wintertime and Gary is throwing snowballs., He
thinkg it"s fun to throw snowballs at hic father's
car. Pretty coon the windshield is go coverced with
snovs that hig father can’t sec out of it to drive to
the store. Vhat viould be a good prmichment for Gary?
A. lave Gary clean the snow of{ the car.

B, Don't let Gary have any of the candy his father
bought at the store.

Katie is getting tired of sitting and wailting vhile
her mother is shopping. So Katie runs up and dovm
the aicleo in the grocery ctore. 7The clerk tells her
to slow dovm and be more careful, 3ut Katie doesn't
pay auy atlention, She startc to run again vhen he
ien't 1ooking. As she turns the corner her hond hits
a bottile of ketchup and it Z“alls to the floor and
breaks. that would be a fair punichnent for latie?
Ae Do tu 3ot hir o fo L0 Lo vt e oo tunlo

B. Have her tell the clerk she's sorry anc¢ wll clean
up the meue,

Floyd's fother is painting the fence., Floyd cets mad
because his f{ather von't let him heln and so he Ficks
the can and makes the paint spill on the groun,

A. Send him to his room for the afternoon,

B, Make Floyd get a rog and wipe a2ll thc raint up.,

Judy didn't want to help the tecacher clecan up the
paints. So she was exlra carelccss and spilled some
226
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paint on the floor.
A. liake her clean up the paint with a sponge.

B. Yell at her,

liarvey and his class are playving kickball, Al)l of a
sudden, the bell rings, "Recess is over, cvervbody
back 4o the classroon," says the teecher, Harvey
diédn't have a chance yet at kiclkineg the ball, so
vhen the teacher is lining the childion up. Harvey
takes the ball and kicks 1t to the far corner of the
playeround,

Ao lave Parvey stayv in his stat duwring the crecial
nmovie +ine and don'? let him cce the movie.

B, Make Harvey go ond get the ball.

Ann Zoesn't like to fingergaint. #hen the class was
Tinger painting one afiernoon, Ann didn'?t do much
finger pointing, She Jjust plaved with the paint, and
seme ¢pilled ci. her desl .

A. Make her elean up the Cesk.

B. MNMake her stay incide during tne play time.

Rose's older sister plays the record plaver a lot.
Onc day Pese's cister has played the same record over
and over afain, end Pose is tired of it. PRose takes
the rccord and hides it so her sistcor can®t play it
anymore,

A. Hove her give the record back to her zister and
cay che's sorry.

B. Srank her,

Some boys are building a plane. They go inside for
a vhile, Oscar comes by and cees the plane. Nobody
is Jooking so Oscar fiies the plane., V¥hen it lands,
a plece ol the wing breaks off,

A.. Don't letl Oscar have any deserl after dinner for
a wveck.

B. Have Oscar build the boys a new plane,

Hank is getting the newspaper so his father can read
it. He hides the revcspaper for fun--behind the steps
wherr notedy can ronch v, £o hic {olicr Lo no nove-
paper to read,

A. Don't let him watch his fevorite T.V., show that
night.

B. Send him to the store to buy his father another
nevispaper.,

Sharon was playing with her little sister. Her little
sister had a doll she wanted so she grabbed it away

and made her little sister cry.
A. Make her give the doll back to her littie sister
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and say she's sorry.
B. Spank her and send her to her room.

bike very fast in the driveway,
tc his
handlebar

Steve is riding his
¥e wanted *o see how close he could core
father's car. He came very close amd his
hi% the Tcnder and made a scratch,

A. Pave him put hig bike in the garade and not ride
it for a wceCK.

B, Have i get the - polish and fix the scratch.

' rator."

Dirne's mcilhor s efrige
while che 1s put 7 the egu3 avay, Lione starrs to
vlay with them. he rolls ikom around the table
Four erss fall off the vable and break.

A. Tell Diane to go io her rcom.
B. Have Diane clean up the eggs,

and buv scmc more.

()

then go to the store

John is in his room. John's mother says, “come to
dinner." Jchn is playing end doesn't want to., So
when he comce inte the kitchen he kickes the tatle
and knocks over the jam and it spills all over the
floor,

A. Send him back to his room with no supper.

B. DMake him clean up all the sticky Jjam from the
floor.

Janie has a little rabbit. She always forgets to feed
it. The little rabbit is getting sick because it's

so hungry.

A. Make her give hex pet tc her brother,
take care of it.

B. Don't read her any bedtime stories for a vieek,

vho will

Jeff is mowing thc larm, He doesn’t feel like doing
it, so he does a bad job and leaves patches of grass
unmowed.,

A. Male him mow the lavn over again.

B. Don't Jet him go cemping with the cubscouts,

Tincz wog vlavine in the kitchen while her nother
was fixing dinner. Sne wa. U Ng L0 pellh vhe jello
glasses that her mother told her not to touch and she
spilled one of the jcllos, Row there aren't enough
for dinner.

A. Don't let her have any jello, since she spilled
it,

B. Make her stay in her room after cchool tomorrov,

Ed is helping his father clean the parage. His father
tells him to work harder. EG doesn't like that so he

kicks the wall an? a can of oil falls off the chelf
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36.
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38,

39.

and spills.
A. Have Bd clean up all the oil with a rag.
R. Doen'% le* him go *¢ the movies with his friends.

I, A

tonehes vacnts lookine, The girl turned around to

: vho was Sickling her. Jenny jerked her hand back
cn the girl wouldt't sce and when she did she knocked
~ +ho jar of water and spilled it on her desk.
A. Fove hor clean it up.

R, Ha—a her» stay in during recess.

dusting for her

Jackie was supvosed to be doing
just swished the

o
mother. She dién't like to, so >
rag around and didn*t do a good job.
A. Iake her do the dusting over,

B, Don't give her any desert,

Karen's mothe)r asked her to go next door and take in
the paper cince the neighhor was on vacation., Karen
was busy playving and didn't do it.

A. Sond her over to get the paper even though her
favorite TV program's on.

Patty was hungry. Since her mother wasn't home she ate
a piece of pic her mom had made for dinner.,

A, Don®t give her any at dinner time.

B. Spank her.

Sherry is looking at a picture bock belonging to her
mother. Instcad of being carcful, she makee spots on
the peges.

A. Now let Sherry look at the book any more.

B. No% let her watch TV for a VieCK,

Devid was playing in the family room with hig little
brother. David didn't vent his brother playving there
so he iook away hic tovs, and his little brother
started to cryv.

L. Sone o him o to hic roonm.

B. Meke him say he's sorry and share his torys with
his brother,

Timmy doesn't like his soup that he*s having for lunch
so he dvmps it on the floor.

A. Send him to his room.

B. Have him clean it vp and don't give him any more.

Jerry was playing ball in the hallway where re wasn't
supposed to, He knocked over a pot of floviers and
broke 1it.
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A. Spank him,
B. Go gnt a new plant and plant it himself.

Billy pot mad at his little brother, Johnny, and went
in the broke Johnny's truck,

A, Make Billy give Johnny one of his toys.

B. Break a bunch of Billy's toys on purpose,

230

2£3¢




O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

+ ERIC

o

Discussion Group
Questions

Read Sarah storv., O 1t Which punishment wouvld get
come nrv chalk for the class? O 2: Vhich punlsiaent
vould heln Sarah replace the chall that che brohc?
Ask “vo o the chiléron which punishnent they think
s best.,

Read Mary Jane story. € 1t Which punishuent would
get the floor clean? Q 2: Which punishment, vould
allov lary Jane to clean up the mess that sho'd nade?
Ask two of the children which punishment they think
ia best.

Pead Donald story.. Q@ 1s Which punishment vould geft
the spot ont of the tahlecloih? Q 2: Vhich punish-
ment vould help Donald fix what he did that was wrong?
Ask iwvo of the children vhich punishment they think

is beei,

Pead Elsa story. Q li Which punishment would lex
them have ice cream for desert? @ 2: Which punigh-
ment vould Jet Elsa make up For what she ¢id vhat vas
navughty? Ack two of the children vihi.ch punishment
they think is best.

Pead Iiike story. O lr Which punishment would get
lLiike's choes Tixed? @ 2t¢ Which punishment vould help
Nile fix vhat he did that was virong? Ack Tvio 0@ the
children vhich punichment, they think 1s best.

Ask Marsin story. @ Jir Which punishment® would help
fix ihe lawn? @ 21 Which punichnent wouvld help
HMarcia €ix what che had done by being naughtyty Ask
tvo of the children which punishment tney think 1ie
best.

Pead Caval storv., Q 1: Vhich nunishment would help
get Carol's mother some nev glasses? U ot wvnlen pun-
ishment would help Carol moke up for vreckin.g the slas-
ses? Ask two of the children which punlcghnent they
tnink is bhest,

Read the Louie storv. Q 1lr Which punishment would
nelp Louie's mother so she will have time to iron the
drapes? & 23 Which punishment would let Louie help
his mother fix whni was wrong? Ask iwo of the child-
ren vhich punishment ihey think is best,
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Read Suzanne story. Q 1t Which punishment would get
the paint cleaned up? Q 2: Which punishment would
1o+ Susanne fiy. vhat she did that was wrong? Ask two
0f *he children which punishment they think ie bost.

Pead Ied storv. @ l: Which punishment will met rid
of the roples that Fred bruised? Q 2 ¥hich punish-
mont wil) allow Fred to make up for what he c¢ld that
wag wrotss?  Ask two of the children which punichment

thnyv think is besT.

Read Pachacl story., Q l: Which punishment will get
the floor cleaned up? @ 21 vhat did Rachael do vhat
wao virons?  Ackt the children which mmichnent they
think ig best.

Peed Gary storyv. Q Lt what did Gary do that was
vrong? O 2: Which punishment viill et the snow clean-
ed off the cer? Q 3+ Which punichment vill let Gary
make up for wvhat he did tha' vas vrong?  Ack two of
the children which punishment they think is best.

Te)) Barvey story. O Ll Which punichment would get
the ball back? Q 2: Which punishment would help Far-
vev maye up for what he did vrong? Ask two of the
chjldrer which punishment they think is bes<t.

Tell. Ann storv. O l: Which punishment would get the
desk clean? Q 2: Which punishment vould Jet Ann mahe
up For vhat she ¢id vrong? Acik tvo of the children
vhich punishment they think is best.

Tcll Poge story. O 1x Which punishment wouvld get
her sister's record back? Q 2: Which punishnent
vould et Rose make up for taking *he record? Ash two
of the children which punjshment they think is besi.

Tell Oscar storv. 0 1: Which punighment would give
the bovs a plane? 0 2: Which punishment would help
Occar make up for what he had done vrong? Acsk two of
tin ciildren vhEich nonigheent theyw Shirk e hoot,

Tell Yank storv. 0 l: Which punishment would get

a paper for Hank's father? Q 2 Wnich punishment
would help Hank make vup for being naughty? tskx two of
the children which punishment they think is best,

Tcll Sharon story. Q l: Which punishment would make
the little sister stop crving? @ 2: Which punishment
would help Sharon make up for taking the doll? Ask
tvto of the children which punishment they think is

best.
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Read Steve ctory., @Q Xt VWhich punichment would help
get the scratches on the car fixed? Q Zi1 ‘wnich one
will help Steve make up for what he did wrenc? Ask
two of *%he children which punishmen< they think 1is
best,

Pead Diane story. Q l: WwWhat did Diane cdo that vas
wrong? Q 21 Which punishment will fix wlat she did
wrong?  Aslk two of the children which punicimaent they
think 1is best, :

Read Johkn Story. @ l: Vhat did John do that was wrong?
Q 23 Which punishment will help him fix what he did
that was wrong? Ask two of the chiidren which punish-
ment thev think is best,

Read Janie storv. @ l: Which punishment vould help
the little rabbit get fed? Ask two of the children
which punishrert they think is best.

Read Jeff story. @ l: What did Jeff do that was wrong?
Q 21 Vhich punishment will help get the lavm mowed,

fix what he did wrong? Ask two of the children which
punishkient they think is best.

Linda's story. Q 1l: What did Linda do that was naugh-
ty? O 2:¢ Is there enougzh Jello left for everybody,
now? @ 31 Vho should have to go without jello? Ask
two of the children which punishment they think is best.

Read Jackie story. © Jt What 4id Jackie <, that was

wrong? Q 2t Which punishment will help get the dust-
ing done right? Ask two of the children which punish-
ment they think 1is best,

Read Karen story. O ls Which punishment wovld get the
ncighbor's paper picked up? © 2¢ Vhich one would fix
what vas vrong? Ask two of the children which punish-
ment they think is best.

Sherrv storv. Q l: VWhat did Sherry do that was wrong?
Q 23+ ‘which punishment vilil tewch hopr thal ohie nust

take care of her mother's thin-s? /Ask two ¢f the child-
ren which punishment they thinx is best,

Read David story. Q li: What dic David do that was
wrong? Q 21 Which punishment will make his little
brother happy again? Ask two of the children which
punishment they think is best.

Read Jerry story. Q li+ What did Jerry do that was
wrong? @ 2: Vhich punishment will fet a new plant
for his mother? @ 31 Vhich will let Jerry fix what




ig wrons? Ask two of the children vhich punishment
they think is best.

30, nead Nillv story. @ 1x» What did Billy do that wvas
vreng? 0 23 Which punishment will ret Jonuny a new
toyv? al- *vo of %he children which punishment they
think is best,
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Control Group
Questions

Gertie ihe Duck

Gertie thec Duck wanted to find a place to build her
nest. Vrat kind of a place was she looking for?

A. a place vhere there were no people,

B. a plac: where there were lots of people,

Where dic¢ Gertie finelly build her nest?
A. on the top of a large post?
B. on the top of a tall building.

The first little duck to hatch was named
A. Suzie the duck
B. Black Bill

Why did the people decide to move Gertie and her
nest?

A. the baby ducks began to fall in the water and
couldn't get back in the nest.

B, she got in the way of the boat that went under
the bridge.

Where was the new home that the people found for
Gertie and her babies?

A. to the zoo.

B. to the park.




Millions of Cats

The very old man and the very old weman were lonely
so the very old man went to look for

¥hat did the old man come to after he walked a long,
long time?

A, a pet store
B. a hill tha* was coverdd with cats

How many cats did the old man bring home?

A, all of the cats
B, one little black cat

What did the cats do when the man asked which one wes
the prettiest?

A, they all ran away
B, they began to quarrel.

Finally there was only one cat left. What did the cat
look like?

A. a thin, scraggly kitten
B, the biprest, prettiest cat of all
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The Dracon that came down from the Narth

The Little Green Lizard was very hapny because he wvas
going on a long, long journey. Where was he going?

A. to the forest
B. to the desert

What did the possum, the platypus, the turkey and the
vombat nmake o scare away the dragon?

A. a big gun,
B. a scaredragon

What did the creatures hide behind?

A. a fence
B. the treecr

What did the little lizard do when he saw the scare-
dragon?

A. ran away and hid,

B. say, "what is the pineapple doing, sitting quite
still all aione on a stick?”

Who was really the dragon?

A. the littie green lizard

B. a vig dragon that ran away wher: they made faces at
it.
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Josie and the Snow

1. Josie wanted to go play in the snocw. What did the
animals want to do?

A. Slecep
BR. Go play too

N

. So who did Josie ask to go out in the snow?

A. her friend Sally frea next door,
B. Her mommy and daddy and brother.

3. vhat did the family do first when lhey came in out of
the cold snow?

A. built a nice warm fire
B. make some hot chocolate,

b, Then what did the family do?

A. Go back outside to play.
B. Curled right up with buttercup and went io sleep.
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Changed to IMIATURL OpnLY (Set two)

Ore day Mother says, Carol, I want you to stay in the yard and be sure
not to o into tiie street.'” But while Carol is plaving she notices
that a baby has wandered into the street. So Carcl dashes iato the
street and tai.es the baby to & sate place.

(But Carol stays in the yard and plays with ber doll and tlu baby wvas
knocked down by a boy on a bicycle.)

One of the (uildren brought some baby rabbits to school. The teacher
says, "I don't vant anyone picking the rabbits up and holding them.
Leave theam in their cage." While Join was watching the rabbits one
of them pushes against the door and opens it. Thrce rabbits hop

out. John grab them and put them pacl in the cage.

(John stands up and runs out the door and plays with a boy on the
playground.

It was rvaining outside. Karie's father said, "Don't go outside, larie.

It's raining too hard.'" As Marie watched the rain splattering oa the
sidewalk, she notices the car windows omen. $o she runs out into the
rain and rolls the car windows up.

(Karie forgets about the car windows and plays with her new doll.)
Ben's father says, "Ben, I just painted some shelves in the workshop.
I don't want you or your friends to go in there." While the boys
were playing with their trucks, they saw some water coming from under

the workshop door. They run into the workshop and turn the vater off.

(So they put some dirt in front of the door to ncep the vater from
getting in their play area.)

240




Tene

IITIATURE OLLY (Set two) Changed to MATURIL, DISOBLY (Set one)

(W3]

Boniie wants to push the baby in the stroller. iler mothcr says, 'Ok,
but keep the stroller on the sidewalk." Bonnie is pusiiing the stroller
and sces a big hole ahead of her in the sidewalk. She stays on the side-
walk. She stays on the sidewalk but pushes the strolier into the aole.
The stroller tips over and the baby falls out.

(Bonnie takes the baby out of the stroller and puts hime on the lawn
and pushes the stroller around the hole. Bennie puts the baby baci
into the stroller.)

Bry has some new shoes. le wants to walk to Grandma's and shov chem
to her. Mother says, "Stay on the sidewalk and don't walk in the
gutter."  On the way to Grandma's, there is a Lig mud puddic fn the
side walk. Ury stays on the sidewalk and walks through the wmud
puddle. His new shoes get all dirty.

(Bry finds a board lying near the mud puddle and lays it across the
puddle and walks over it.)

Blair's teacher says, "Orly the teachers will handle the rec~.ds for
the record player." As the children are cleaning up, Blair sees one

of the teachers about to run over a record on the floor with the
sweeper. e doesn't pick the record up and the tedacher runs over it an
the record breaks.

(Blair yells, "Wait" and grabs the record off the floor so the teacher
wouldn't hit it.)

Alan is playing cowboys and Indians with his friends. Alan's mother
says, "I'm waxing the floor in here and I don't want you boys coming
in and tracking it up." As the boys are playing, the sry gets dark
and it starts to rain. The boys stay outside and get all wet and
cold from the rain.

(So the boys tell ncther it is raining and that thiey had better come
in so they won't get wet and cold.)
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12.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

UMATURE DISOBEYS (Set three) Changed to MATURE OBLY (Set four)

Lona was helping mother feed the baby chicks. Mother said, "Use
this kind of feed to give the baby chicks.” lother gave Lona the
right chick feed. But Lona thought, "I'1l give them this other
kind of feed. They will like it better." Lona us: 3 the wrong
xind of chick feed and some of the chicks get sick.

(But then Lona thought, "If I use this other kind, »naybe the chicks
will get sick." So Lona used the kind mother gave her .

Glen is going to water the plants for the teacher. Teaciier says,
"Don't put very much water on the plants." CGlen thinks, "I'11
help the plants grow faster if I give them lots of water." ie
pours too much water on the plants. The !} lants die.

(But another boys say,""Give them lots of water so they will grow
faster." But Joln thioks, "If I do they will die.” Joun gives
the plants the right amount of water."

Rathy is wearing her new pink dress. It has bu.tons down the front.
Mother says, 'Kathy before you take your dress of ¢, unbotton the
bottons in front." But Kathy thinks, "I can get my dress off without
unbettoning it." She pulls it part way over her head and a hole tears
in the side.

(She hears her favorite T.V. program starting and wants to get her
dress off as fast as she can. She thinks, "If I try to pull it off
without unbottoning it, it will tear." She unbuttons her dress downm
the front.)

Ernie and Fred wanted to help father wash the car. father says, 'Ok,
but don't spray water inside the car or the secats will get wet." Soon
the outside of the car is washed. The boys notice how dirty the car
is inside. They think, "Father will be proud of us if we clean the
‘nside too." So they spray water inside the car. The seats get all
wet,

(So they get a bucket of water and some clothes and wipe the inside
of the car clean.)
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

MATURE OBLY (Set four) Changed to IMMATURZ DISOBEY (Sct three)

13.

14,

(o]
wh

16.

Yrika's mather says, "Erika, stay in the house until I pet back from
the store and watcin the baby.' But Erika's friend, Anne, comes over
to show Erika her new Barbie doll. Erika wants to go outside and
play with the doll. But she is afraid to leave the baby by himself,.
Erika says, "I can't come out now, I'm watching the baby.'" Lrika
stays in the house.

(Erika thinks, 'the baby will be alright if I leave for just a little
while." Trika goes outside. While she is gone the baby climbs
upon the table and falls off.)

If's c¢lean up time at nursery school. The teacher says to the children,
“Lveryone start putting things away now and get cleaned up tor snack.”
Carla says to Teri, "Teri, let's go read scac books and not help clean
up the toys and stuff." Teri says, "We better nelp the teacher,'  She
starts putting blocks away.

(Teri says, "Okay, let's go.'" Teri left a pile of puzzles out for
someone else to put away.)

Jordon and three of his friends are hungry. llother says, ''You boys
can each have one of these sandwiches. Don't eat any more or I won't
have enough for my company.” The boys eat one sanduich but they are
still hungry. They say, 'Let's eat amother sandwich.”" But Jordon
says, 'We better noc or there won't be any left for the company.”

The boys go outside.

(So Jordon and his friends grabbed anothier sandwicii and ran out the
door. ‘llother never had enough sandwiches for company.)

Erin is in the store with father. Father says, "Stay here by the door
and watrch these packages.'" Erin sees some ponies outside that some

boys and girls are riding. A man in a cowboy hat says, ''Come on,

Sonny, and ride the ponies." ELrin says, "I can't leave these packages."
He stays in the store.

(Erin says, "Okay, if I can ride the black pony." Whilc Lrin was gene
someone took a package.)
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APPENDIX i
Materials and Supplimentary Information for Lxperiment:

The Lffect of Training on Reciprocity Judgments

in Prekindergarten Children
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TRFA"V"NT A
{Se<ssion™1y

Materials noeded:  children's Laok, toblc, chaiv: for cach
S and E.

Whent the childron have senited Lhomselve EUO d the tabloe,

) ut a wook in the coentor of the (.0
P

Aslu What do children do with this (poiating, te the heol)?
I wonder il childven enjoy looking at this. (Let
chilaron rveepond)

Select two children Lo <tand reor you in front ol (e
cthers. Hund the book Lo one child ond tell him Lo

{ begin fooking ot ft. Then o]l Lhe other Jhild to
g0 ovor aud Lule the boo's away.  Thon have bhoth chilg-
ren return Lo stund near you again.

Ask: (To whole group) What did vou sce ha ;'por. iugt now?
How dic you foel when you saw take aw.y

'S book? o
How do you Think Telt when Ltook his
ook awey 77 T
What dc you tlink (child wvhose bock vz taken
away) wanicd (O Ao shout §t?
How do vou Lhnﬂ 18 when b took tho book
avay? Why do you Lh nk he took the bool auay?
(To child who was looking at the book) Hov did you
feel when took your book away? What
did you went Lo do when took .our book?
To child who took the book uqu)W"ﬁ-N did yen fecl
when you took ¢ way "s hook from him/her?
(To entire 6rou>) Whot are some thi, 5S could
have done when tooh owav Dis Dool?
(After cach repTi &d5k:) "= thot whao a big
percoic would do?  How would vou feo! i1 so .o-
one did that te you?" If onv child o zesis
reasoning the problem out with the otive ch i1,
be suve ‘o verLadty preaise et chi'd with
such cement s as, "That's a very cocd idoa,
JUoor YT think thnt_ ieoa very good
thing to =ay." Do not reinforce cor. _nts
that would a1l in any othe - category.

Say: "It's casy to get Very angry when comecone ta] na
something away from usc, isn't 1t? The bost thing
for Lo do when taker away hic book is
to say, 'I wvasn't £inisncd Tookinz at that hook. You

O
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can have a turn when T° m finished'." Have e ch ¢ch

11d
in the group repeat this reply as you have wtated §
)
[y

Theu Lave tune Lo children role-play the \rml Lhi
again, including the solution you luve just S s
You mav have to tall the children axacLJv wh.t to
say.  The Smportani Lhing is that trey "lry ont" the

i-

L

h
)
7y

d.

behavior: sugeested.  Arfbor LHL\ scennd role- "‘JUH,
11
ash cuth of Lng tvo children "Nov how do you feck?
Aslkk a1t childr o in Lhe svorn: "onnt dig vou Tike Lout
whial (child w0 had {he book talien aw. .Y did
N '“*‘T“’-“ ] o Y . A A ] } 1w ’ .
when hirs booll was L oken v Pt WO o
Plavers o back Lo e otk s them o b Ty

soch o oaot e Fpoare,

Have chiddren oue Up i opaiee, one pain oat e Pime, ad pole-
play the situation, incluciug the solulion. et

each child Ve the (hild who has th boolk taken away
and also the child who t:kes the book away., e care

Lo ask cach child in cach pa1r how he felt after cach
role-playing situation,

Alter a1 the ¢hildren have had a Lurn acting ovt Lhig «iL-
urtion, thank thew for bLlP; good Loarn.rs, Then
J<m1<a them to go outdoors
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

TRUATMENT A
T ———
(Scosion 27

Materials neecod: Table, chairs for Ss and E, extry chair.

When the children have scated thomselve < around Lhe tab!e
put an capty chair near vou vhers all the hileron
can =ecc il. Buy: "We'lre goine Lo protent this J.ir
is the top of the siide outdoors.'

Ask:  What do childyen do on a s)ide {(pointing to the
chawr)? T wonder if children cujoy plaviey on the
shides  (Jet children veepond)

Select two children to stand roar yorr in front of the othor s,
Have one child =it in th chai» :nd pratond hie is
getting recady to go down the siide, Co oviv Lo Ll
second child and tell him te pretend he s pushing
the other child off the slide. Then have both child-
ren return to stand ncar you again.,

Ask:  (To entire group) What did you sce happen just now?
How did you fecl when you saw push off
the slide? T _“_
How do you think felt when pushed him
off the s1ide? T
How do you think felt when he push:d

off the «1ide?  Why do you think one eFTld"
would push ¢mothe+ child o7f the <lide?

(To child who was pushed off the ¢lide) Hew did you
feel when pushed you off the ¢11d»?
tlow would you hive felt if it had bcen for
real? What weuld you want to do if
pushed you off a rcal slide?

(To child who puched of f the slide) Tow did
you feel when You jushed off the slide?
How do vou think you nigli™iCel if you had
pushed of T a real slide?

(To entire groupy Vhat are some things could
have donc when puch d him 07T The <11 ¢

(Aftcr cach repiv ask) Is that what a big
person would do?  How would vou fecl if some-
onc did that to you? If anys child suggest «
reasoning the problem out with the other chitd,
be sure to verbaLly praisc that child with
such comnents as, "That's a very good idea,

' oox, "7 think that is a very gocd
thing to say." Do not reinforce comnents that
fall in any olher category.
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Say:  "lt's cawy Lo gel very angry when forwone puchos us
off a slide, isn't it? The best thin, for Lo
do vhen pushes him of{ a «lide is to oy, "

O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

want to Laxe wy turn on the slide. It maboo or
afraid when you push me ofi." THave cach child
the groun repeat this reply as vou hwe ot
Then hose the two childron role-ploy Lhe who'lc
again, lrcluding the solution you bove ju-t v
e, Yoo may have Lo tell the chitoren oxact iy
to say. he iwportant thinsg L thot they "
the behovion.  Then ask coeh ol L .
"Now l.o. do vou fc¢o1?”

\")'

Ask all childeen in the group:  "hat did von Tine o

thin
kl O :/t
b

LA
i
Ml

A ]

oyt

what (chitd who was poehied of 7 the o PadY did

when pushad Tim of © the <P 0% et th

' Lawo

role-players ¢o bock to their scoate. Thank e fon

being such geod haelpers.

Have children come up in pairs, onc paiv at a timc, s

role-play the situaticn, including the solutic

Tl

Lot cach child be the child who was yaushed of{ the
I

slide and also the child who pushes the oth.r

of{ the 1ide. BRe sure to ask each child in ¢

child
ach

pair how he felt after cach role-playing situation.

Aftor zll the clildren have had a turn acting out this

situstio:, thank them for being good lcarncer.
dismiss them to go outdoors.
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Materials neoded:

TREAT AT A
(Sesaicn 3y

ball, F.

table, chairs for

o and

When the children have scaled themcelven conund the table,

Say:

O

. FRIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

put . ball in the center of the toht,

he 110
(et

Vhat Qo obitd-rm do withh this (priatin
I wonders if childron enjoy playine with
child -on respond)
two ¢hildren to stond near you in front of the
others, Hand the ball to ohc ehila o d t1] hinm to
begin playing with it. Toll the of hes chifd to tell
the fivst child with the ball, "You ¢ive me thot
ball right now! I want to play with it!"  Th.n have
both children rcturn to stans newr you apain.

(To entire group) What did you scc¢ happen just now?

How did you feel when yelled at and

threatencd to toRS away his/her Gatl?

How do you think felt when threcatene i

to take his Dall away? -

What do you think (child who was nlaying with
the bail) €elT aboutl it? What do you think
he wanted Lo do about it?

do you think felt when he yelled at

7 Why do you think he wanted the ball?
chiTd Who wos playir, with the be'i)  How did you
fecel when yelled at you that he was
going to tali oway your ball? What djd you

want to do when he yelled at you?

How

(To

(To child who threcatencd to take away the ball) lHow
did you feel whon you yelled at ?
(To entire group):  What 4re somo Phings corrtd

have donc vwhon
ball? (After endW Toply ack)
a big pe.sion vould do?

someone dd that to you?

yelled ot hin oAttt ] o
Is Lhat what
Hov wourd you feel if

If any child suggests

reasening the rorbiom out wity the ofie p ohlel,

be sure to verballv praise tlat child v ith

such commnts XN YThat'e & verv good Ldogo,
Yoo, MY think thal s a very ecood

thing to say."

Reinforce no other ce oonts.

"It's casy to gt very angry when somcone yells at
us and threatens Lo take awav somcl hing we arc play-
it? The best thing Tor to do

L(}
ing with, isn't )
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

when ~ vells at him is to say, 'l know you wnnt
Lo play wilh the ball. You can have a turn when

V' fintshed. '™ Then have the childron repeat,

onc by one, the reply vou juit suggested.  Then have
the two children .ole-play the whole thing apain,
including the solution you hove just suggpestea. You
may have 1o tell the children exactly what to say.
The drporcant thing is that they "tey oot the
heviors Dhier ash each of the Leo chitld»con: "Now
how do o foel?"

all childven in the group: "What did you like about

vhat, (child who was playing with ball) ¢id when
yelled al him?" Lot the two rele-plavers £0 back Lo
their scats.  Thank thowm for being such good helpers.

Have children come up in pairs, one pair at a time, and

role play the situation, including thc solution.

Let each child be the one who was plaving with the
ball and also the child who yells at the other child
playing with the ball. Be sure to ask cach c¢hild in
cach pair how he felt after ecach role-playing sit-
uation.

After all the children have had a turn acting out this

situation, thank them for becing good learners. Thea
dismiss them to go outdoors.
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TAEATMENT B

v A e e——— e

Introductory Procedure for Each of the "hyrre Seasions

Have two wooden figurcs, Teoking vaguely 1ike Luman firmres,
on the tablo as the childran citis Lhe LoUoup ard it
dovie - Thaae should be o chatt on the L Py L

child™. niwe and o ppace beside el oty here

) e
Db h o Lars can e pastodd, Ciiedouro, wilt b
ft - [R) e 3] . . 1 LR}
MuvT oand "Jolm" the (irat nossiong Jolm'™ and
ty 1 - » 1t 1) "~ LA
Mack" the secomd Semadong amd et Ty

the thivrd weasion)

Pick up one figure and sy s "hie . Moy " Pick ap t
other fignre and s, ™Mbl i Jdolm, 1 oa yooad John
have a problew solttine alony with cach oth v vhon
Lhey play teogether. Sowetimes Joha hit o Mavy o
takes away somcthing Mary is playing with, Som. tiues
he just teases her, But somstim-s Mary teases Coln
and hits him and tulees away things Joiin lilcs Lo
play with. We're goins o' play a Ti(tle pam~, ']
tell you some thiugs that John docs Lo Mary or thot
lary does to John. Then I'11 ask you to teli me
what John or Mary should do about iL. If you give
a good answer, I'11 pul a star here by vour name.
1'1) show you what 1 ncas. Let's pretend that Joby
takes away Mary's tricycle outsid. (hold ap figu-cs
as you talk about cach one).  Thie mole. Miry very
angry.  She wants to hit'Johe, and pull him off hor
Lricycle. But she knows that would male Jolin feol
bad.  She also knows that isn't what bic people do.
so instead of hitting John and pulting him off tho
tricycle, she tells him <he je Aaugry whon he does

hings like that. She tolls Ly Lo Tet her find
her toen ond then e oo have o g, "

Now put the figures 'n front of cach child in the group and
say, "What should Morv say to Johe wheis ho ot b e
avay her Lricycele? 17 cach ohild says sodicthiing
similar to what you just said, proise Lhat chiild
and put a star in the "exampic" colunn o, Lhe cheaunt
for that child., If the child SLVCs an inappropriate
answer, inincdiately tell him Lhe correct answer and
theri ask him the same question cgain, or go to
another child who con give the correct answer.  Then
return to the child who could not five the appro-
priate answer. In other vords, be ccrtain that eich
child in Lthe group is able Lo sive the correct eonavor
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L FRIC

(Names

to the cxample.

Then say: "Now I'm going to tcll you some storics about

John and Moly Fach tiwe T will ok you vt John or
Mary should do." Then tell coch of the following
situations, askin. eciach child in the group to give

the anauer to that situation betore uU\Jﬂh ma to Lhe
next «itration. Rn,:i. and end the avesi Tor T with

a dilfevent ¢hild for caeh situsbion. 1ioo oild
(] ' Ty Lo . b N\ LR

arnsivotte CIUh oo codntions i gncin o (U f v iar Lo

resolve the nrehiem with (Lo othet 11 voouloutl

physical or vorbol arerel Jion, pu! . cold e by
his noane., U ol cihvild o vests () tt\un_ oy ond gl

the aid of an adeit to h(]p solve Lh probicoy poion
silver star by the child's none. 0 Che oheid do o,
uot give an st rclated to (a) o (b)), iwply o
on to thie 1ex Rild.  Move as quichily as poseiblo

from one child to the unent.

of the figures will chancc¢ each scssion, bur vse
same procedure above. )

(Do nol get involved in eny type of discussion about the

“storiecs and their solution.)

Sescion 1

(Today the figures are male and fcemale, John and doy)

I. Mary is playing in the sandpilc. John comes
over and throws sund in her eyes. What shovld Mary
do aboutl. it?

2. Johm is building a high tower with the blocks.
Mary coies over and Fuocks over John's towe - What
should John do about jt?

3. Mary is riding o tricycle in the playvird., John
yelle at Marvy Lo ~ot off the Lricvolte boory o b

wants Lo ride it, What chould Mary do about jt?

4. John is sitting on the top of the slide ready to
slide down., Mor: cowos ip in back of him ro! tricos
to push him down before hic s 1cady. What chould
John do about iL?

5. Mary is playing with a nice big PllC of clay a
the table. John comes over and takes Mary's cl;y
away. What chould Mary do about it ?
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6. John is plaving a record con the rccord p'ayer.
Mary wents to play the vecord player, too, so sho
comes up to John and hits him. What should Iohn do
about it?

(Today the 2 figures are both maie, John and Mark)

1. Marik is eaLJng a p tece of candhv.  John comcs
up and takes away Mark's candy.  What should “ork
do about it?

\ 2., John is playing with his trucli in the sondpife.
{ Mark cowes over ond hits John with o piccce o rope.
What should Jobn do about it?

3. Mark 1is pluyjno with a Targe rubber ball, John
yells st Mark, "Give me that ball this peinut o1
What :howvld Mark do about it?

4. Johu is playing with a train in the block corncr,
Mark comes over and tries to takc John's trudk away,

In the scuffle Mark tears John's shirt, What should

John do about it?

5. Mark is palnting a bwautniu] pchure al. ihe
casel. John cowes over and ri ps Mark's picturce and
throws it in the waste basket What should Marl do
about it?

6. John is riding his tricycle outside. Mark also
is riding a tricycle. Mark rides as fast as he
can over to John and ~ams his tricyvcele into tehn's.
What should John do aboul it?

Session 3

(Today the two figures ée both female, Mary and Jano)

1. Jane wants to rlay with a group of chllﬂ“on play-
1ng in the dollhouse. Mavy )C]lx at Jano “You

can't play with us. We don't want you." Whoct should
Jane do about it?

2. Mnry is putting a puzzle togeth:r, Jane comes
over ard bites Mary on the arm so it hurts. What
should Mery do about it?

O
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

3. Jane is sitting at Lhe snack table caling a
birthday cupeake, Mary comes over and tahes  the
cupcake away {rom Jane. What should Jane do abou:
it?

4. Mary is playing with her doll. Jane coues over
and takes swey Morv's doll. What should Mary do
about it?

5. Jaie ds making a picture with fin-crpaipt,
Mary comes over aud snears the fingerpaint in
Janc's picture. What should Jane do about it ?

6. Mary is seinging ir the swine.  Jone coaes
over :md pushes Mury out of the swing. o Whot
should Mary do about it?




TREATMINT C

Int.roductory Proccdure Durins cach of the Three Scssions

Introduce yourself to the children after they aro seated.
They v Le seated arourd a table. in a scuicirele

) on chairs. or in a senicivele on e floor.
Say: "I'mogoing Lo vead to veu ome on your faverite stosy
- books. But 1 want vou to lizten carcefully because
I'm going to ask you sonwe question. after the stosv.
Today lct's hcar about (nome o! bool).
) After you recad the story to the children sk the questions
[ related to that story. Just one =tory por scesion,

Session 1

(kead Caps for Sale, by Esphyr Slobodkine)

What is a peddler? (man who sells thing.)

What kind of things did the man in the story scll?
(caps)

What is another word for "caps'? (hats)

Where did the peddler carry his caps? (on his head)

What were the colors of the caps the peddlar <old?
(brown caps, white caps, gray cape, red capea--
and he wore his mm checked cap)

What color was the cap on the very top of the bunci:?
(red)

How much did it cost Lo buy one of the peddler's
cape? (50 cents)

What did the paddler do when he weat for a walk?
(He want to sleen under a tree)

Where were the caps whenr the peddler went Lo slecp?
(on his hed)

Where did he find the caps when he woke up? (on
cachy sy e Tl )

Did the monkevas give bech the cap 2 (ves. but the
peddler had a hoer! time sotting thom back)

Scasion 2

(Read Curious Ceorsme, by Hans A. Rey)

Who was George in the ~tery? (a monkey)
Where did George live ot the be:inning of the astory?
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Who caumhit Georre? (o man in a bie
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Who pullcd Geuorse {rom Lhe water? ¢
the shin}

What haoppencd
oLt the n .
phoied L*-L LI

Vhat (]J.d the firemon

Coprisen s~ hie con T T dn

How did Ceorye Lu ouloo, thoops

t.he Juol Wi vl o beheon o

(101'()”0 (]-0‘ e e {:!\ OA ‘.\~\..‘)
What happencd wien teoree (ricl do
balloon .o the o iloen
bunchi brote leoec—-Loorso hu
carried hin and Uhe bniloons
.

What ha ppcned to CC""‘E‘,C wient the wind diod vy
1 Ve
S >

(George Tmded or rep of the

Where aid GQO"% finolly oo to Llive?

Session 3

.

(Resd Where the Wild Things Are, by Mauri

s the nare of the '.)0}-' in the
story or a "lel's

without catin

“wes

n Lo Mmalie mi srlucf

nwis--load Lhan Lo o
means Lo do thinss they're b
What grew in Max'e vact that oight?
Where aid Fax saif Lo? (whire Lbc v

‘1‘-] (t 5)(‘ 3
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thoihe ot pho
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] I vy |
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B 1y Dt 1
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ce. 0 el o v aind
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over Lo ol

ce Sendalr)
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S
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Lhe 1dea it it
0oL sunneoe . Lo
rs r _ .

LD YO o AR

Lta thino. arc)

What dicd the witd thing” do when Max came Lo Lhe
place where thcy i > {thev "roored  hoir
terrible vears' and "enashed theirs &or ible
Lcct‘" oIS ICHAEVS I S FYUU I SR S PO A,

"chowed Lheir teores"Lle 1o ')

What did Max do o ta.. the wild thin 2 (o cboend
into their» cves wicthoul bliriin-)

What djd the wild Lhin v ke Man? (Lheir ki)

. q .
Why did Max finally -231 home? (Lecantee ho v s
i

lonesome and huugrv)

What did Max find wnon b roturned
found his cupper vaiting for
still hot)
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APPENDIX I

Supplimentary Information for Experiment:

Parental Attitudes as Predictors of

Children's moral Judgments
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Table 46

Summzry Table of Simple Correlrtions Botieen
Kohlberg's Morel Judgement Scores ~ud
Child Behavier

Factor K.M.J. Score
Friendliness ) -.00
Conformity .02
Independence .03
Aggression -.02
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MJ Score

Figure 7. Comparison of means for sex differences on

Kohlberg's Moral Judgment scores with child
Behavior-Agression Scores

40 4 Boys
- =-Girl.

35 +

30 +

25 +

—~—

————
MJ Score

Figure 8, Comparison of Means for interaction effect on

Kohlberg's moral Judgmen: scores with Child
Behavior-Friendliness Scores
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Table 47

.
i

i2an Ratings of Friendlinoss on Male and Femols
Subjects with K.M.J. Scorecs
K.M.J.
Sex T
1 2
Male 28.8 36,2
Female 33.2 24.0
Table 48
Mean Ratings of Agoression on Male and Temale
Subjects with K.M.J. Scores
K.M.J.
Sex
1 2
Male 15.7 14.0
Female 11.5 13.0




